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Rules  and  Regulations 


Title  7— AGRICULTURE 

Chapter  III — Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture 

PART  301— DOMESTIC  QUARANTINE 
NOTICES 

Subpart — Japanese  Beetle 

Regulated  Areas 

Correction 

In  P.R.  Doc.  70-16986  appearing  at 
page  19099  in  the  issue  of  December  17, 
1970,  under  Edgar  County,  HI.,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  changes  should  be  made: 

1.  In  the  penultimate  line  the  land 
description  reading  “T.  15  N.,  R.  11  W.,” 
should  read  “T.  13  N.,  R.  11  W.,”. 

2.  In  the  last  line  the  town  appearing 
as  “Vermillion”  should  read  “Vermilion”. 


Chapter  VII — Agricultural  Stabiliza¬ 
tion  and  Conservation  Service 
(Agricultural  Adjustment),  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture 

SUBCHAPTER  B — FARM  MARKETING  QUOTAS 
AND  ACREAGE  ALLOTMENTS 

PART  722— COTTON 

Subpart — 1971  Crop  of  Upland 
Cotton;  Base  Acreage  Allotments 

County  Reserves 


as  amended  (52  Stat.  31,  as  amended; 


Such  larger  reserve  has  been  approved 
by  the  Louisiana  State  ASC  Committee 
for  Bienville  Parish.  The  county  com¬ 
mittee  may  determine  that  no  reserve 
for  any  one  or  more  uses,  or  all  uses, 
specified  under  section  350(e)  (1)  of  the 
act,  shall  be  established.  In  addition,  no 
part  of  the  county  reserve  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  a  farm  to  reflect  new  crop¬ 
land  brought  into  production  after  No¬ 
vember  30, 1970.  The  following  table  sets 
forth  the  county  reserves : 

Alabama 


authority  (35  F.R.  19798) . 


possible.  Accordingly,  §  722.468  shall 
effective  upon  filing  this  document  v, 
the  Director,  Office  of  the  Pedf 
Register. 

§  722.468  Counly  reserves  for  the  1' 
erop  of  upland  cotton. 

(a)  County  reserves.  The  total  cou 
reserve  for  all  uses  established  by 


from  the  State  reserve  for  trends  and  ab¬ 
normal  conditions,  unless  the  State  com¬ 
mittee  approves  a  larger  reserve  not  in 
excess  of  10  percent  of  the  sum  of  the 
computed  county  allotment  and  alloca' 
tions  to  the  county  from  the  State  re 
serve  for  trends  and  abnormal  conditions 


County 

County 

reserve 

reserve 

County 

(acres) 

County  (acres) 

Autauga  _ 

7.1 

Houston _ 

92.7 

Baldwin _ 

7.0 

Jackson _ 

17.5 

Barbour  _ 

..  34.9 

Jefferson _ 

1.5 

Bibb  _ 

1.8 

Lamar _ 

32.4 

Blount _ 

..  19.1 

Lauderdale _ 

22.7 

Bullock _ 

9.2 

Lawrence  _ 

13.6 

Butler _ 

..  32.0 

Lee  _ 

9.3 

Calhoun _ 

3.3 

Limestone _ 

10.7 

Chambers  _ 

..  16.2 

Lowndes _ 

12.5 

Cherokee  _ 

2.8 

Macon  _ 

30.7 

Chilton  — . 

_.  24.1 

Madison 

12.8 

Choctaw _ 

._  108 

Marengo _ 

30.6 

Clarke  _ 

7.1 

Marlon  _ _ 

10.0 

Clay - 

1.4 

Marshall _ 

38.3 

Cleburne  _ 

6.8 

Mobile  _ 

14.6 

Coffee  ____ 

...  24.3 

Monroe _ 

6.7 

Colbert _ 

5.4 

Montgomery  . 

7.5 

Conecuh _ 

8.4 

Morgan _ 

19.6 

Coosa  _ 

3.0 

Perry _ 

7.7 

Covington 

...  39.8 

Pickens _ 

27.6 

Crenshaw  _ 

...  24.2 

Pike . . 

22.6 

Cullman _ 

...  42.9 

Randolph _ 

20.5 

Dale  _ 

8.8 

Russell _ 

11.5 

Dallas  ____ 

...  17.0 

St.  Clair _ 

1.7 

De  Kalb— 

9.2 

Shelby _ 

1.8 

Elmore _ 

4.1 

Sumter _ 

49.4 

Escambia  . 

...  10.7 

Talladega  .... 

11.0 

Etowah _ 

...  31.8 

Tallapoosa _ 

14.3 

Fayette _ 

...  13.8 

Tuscaloosa _ 

6.6 

Franklin  _ 

...  14.1 

Walker _ 

4.6 

.  Geneva  __ 

_  63.0 

Washington _ 

4.9 

j.  Greene _ 

-  17.0 

Wilcox  _ 

53.0 

*  Hale _ 

_  9.2 

Winston _ 

8.8 

^  Henry  ... 

_  19.3 

Arizona 

Cochise _ 

_  6.7 

Pima _ 

1,1 

e  Gila 

_  0 

Pinal 

4.0 

tt  Graham  _ 

_  5.6 

Santa  Cruz _ 

1.1 

i^g  Greenlee . 

_  1.5 

Yavapai _ 

0 

,,,  Maricopa 

_  9.6 

Yuma _ 

7.5 

Mohave 

_  2.0 

Arkansas 

Arkansas 

-  0. 3 

Desha _ 

6. 

n  Ashley _ 

. 6 

Drew _ 

Baxter  . 

.  0 

Faulkner _ 

.  4. 

Bradley  . 

.  1.6 

Franklin _ 

Calhoun 

_  .  1 

Fulton  _ 

1. 

Chicot  . 

.  0 . 

Grant  _ 

_ 

T"  Clark  .. 

_  49. 8 

Greene _ 

.  7. 

ty  Clay  _ 

.  0 

Hempstead  . 

_  18. 

ty  Cleburne 

. 3 

Hot  Spring-. 

0 

Arkansas— 

-Continued 

County 

County 

reserve 

reserve 

County 

(acres) 

County 

(acres) 

Lee  _ 

....  37.3 

Pope  _ 

0 

Lincoln  .. 

_  0 

Prairie  _ 

..  3.6 

Little  River _  0 

Pulaski _ 

1.7 

Logan _ 

_  0 

Randolph  . 

.  1 

Lonoke  _ 

_  1.5 

St.  Francis. 

..  7.4 

Marion _ 

_  0 

Scott _ 

—  0 

Miller _ 

_  22.  1 

Searcy _ 

—  0 

Mississippi 

...  9.4 

Sebastian  . 

..  0 

Monroe  ... 

_  2.4 

Sevier _ 

..  0 

Nevada  ... 

_  .4 

Sharp  _ 

0 

Newton  ... 

_  0 

Union _ 

0 

Ouachita  . 

_  .9 

Van  Buren. 

0 

Perry _ 

. 7 

Washington 

0 

Phillips  - 

_  16.0 

White _ 

--  7.5 

Pike  _ 

. 1 

Woodruff _ 

5.2 

Poinsett  . 

. 2 

Yell . . 

0 

California 

Fresno _ 

_  56.8 

San  Benito 

1.  0 

Imperial  . 

-  17. 1 

San  Bernar- 

Kern _ 

_  34. 2 

dino  .... 

1.0 

Kings _ 

_  12.4 

San  Diego.. 

.4 

Madera  .. 

-  38. 9 

Stanislaus  . 

0 

Merced  .. 

_  9.7 

Tulare  _ 

20.9 

Riverside 

_  10. 0 

Florida 


Alachua _  0 

Baker  _  0 

Bay  _  0 

Calhoun _ _  .  8 

Columbia  _  6. 0 

Dixie _  0 

Escambia  _ _  14.  6 

Gadsden _  .9 

Hamilton _  10. 9 

Holmes _  21.9 

Jackson  _ 129. 0 

Jefferson  _  1.7 


Lafayette 

Leon _ 

Levy  - 

Liberty  _ 

Madison _ 

Okaloosa 
Santa  Rosa  __ 

Suwannee _ 

Taylor _ 

Union _ 

Walton _  20.0 

Washington  _  9.5 


6.7 

.8 

0 

0 

4.3 

14.7 
20.6 

5. 1 
.  1 
.  1 


Georgia 


Cleveland  —  _  .7 

Columbia _  .9 

Conway  _  0 

Craighead  5.4 

Crawford _  0 

Crittenden _ 13. 4 

Cross _  .6 

Dallas _  0 


Howard 
Independence 

Izard  _ 

Jackson _ 

Jefferson  ____ 
Johnson  .... 

Lafayette  _ 

Lawrence _ 


Appling _  6. 1 

Atkinson _  2. 1 

Bacon _  1.9 

Baker _  2.2 

Baldwin _  2.  6 

Banks _  7. 1 

Barrow _  9.  9 

Bartow _  26. 1 

Ben  Hill .  9.  0 

Berrien _  16.  8 

Bibb  . .  1.0 

Bleckley _  16. 6 

Brantley  _  .1 

Brooks _  7.8 

Bryan _  2. 2 

Bulloch  _  19. 8 

Burke _  29.2 

Butts  _  6. 3 

Calhoun  _  8. 9 

Candler _  14. 9 

Carroll _  5.1 

Catoosa _  .8 

Charlton _  0 

Chatham _  1.1 

Chatta¬ 
hoochee  ___  .1 

.  1  Chattooga _  5. 3 

0  Cherokee _  .1 

.2  Clarke  _  7.7 

7. 1  Clay  _  .7 

4. 2  Clayton _  3. 7 

0  Clinch  _  .2 

1.4  Cobb . .  1.9 

.  8  Coffee _  8. 0 


Colquitt _  41.3 

Columbia _  2.  7 

Cook _  5.  3 

Coweta _  11.1 

Crawford _  3.3 

Crisp _  5.  9 

Dade _  3.  2 

Dawson  _  .3 

Decatur _  21.0 

De  Kalb _  .  9 

Dodge _  6. 3 

Dooly _  2.  8 

Dougherty 1.8 

Douglas _  .  1 

Early _  5.  2 

Echols _  0 

Effingham _  8.  8 

Elbert _  57.7 

Emanuel _  30. 3 

Evans _  16.  8 

Fayette _  4. 8 

Floyd  -  31.4 

Forsyth  _  1.6 

Franklin _  10. 8 

Fulton  _  7. 3 

Glascock _  2.7 

Gordon _  200.  3 

Grady _  6.  5 


Greene 

Gwinnett _ 

Habersham _ 

Hall  . 

Hancock _ 

Haralson 


3.2 
14.  1 
.  1 
.  1 
2.  5 
4  6 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  36,  NO.  35— SATURDAY,  FEBRUARY  20,  1971 


3252 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Georgia — Continued 


County 

reserve 

County  (acres) 

Harris _  2.  4 

Hart  _  22. 9 

Heard _  4.  9 

Henry _  9.0 


Houston 

Irwin  _ 

Jackson  _ 

Jasper _ 

Jeff  Davis _ 

Jefferson _ 

Jenkins  _ 


5.8 

9.9 
8.5 

.8 

2.9 
3.7 
4.2 

Johnson _  31.  4 

Jones  _  0 

Lamar  _  5.0 

Lanier _  2.2 

Laurens _  27. 6 

Lee  _  2. 0 

Liberty _  3. 0 


County 

Pulaski _ 

Putnam _ 

Quitman _ 

Randolph _ 

Richmond _ 

Rockdale _ 


County 
reserve 
(acres) 
_  5.5 


2.2 

.8 

4.8 

3.5 

4.5 


Lincoln  _  2. 8 

long -  5. 2 

Lowndes _  4. 1 

Lumpkin _  1 5 

McDuffie  _  4. 6 

Macon  _  4.  1 

Madison _  10.  8 

Marion _  9.2 

Meriwether _ 11.6 

Miller _  4.  7 

Mitchell _  3.3 

Monroe _  1. 7 

Montgomery  _  15.7 

Morgan  _  5. 9 

Murray  _  5. 2 

Newton _  8. 4 

Oconee _  10.  5 

Oglethorpe _ 26. 7 

Paulding  0 

Peach _  1.8 

Pickens _  .6 

Pierce _  3.3 

Pike  _  5.9 

Polk  _  25.8 


Schley  _  6. 6 

Screven  _  11.9 

Seminole _  0 

Spalding _  27. 7 

Stephens _  .3 

Stewart  _ _  5.6 

Sumter  _  11.0 

Talbot  _  3.1 

Taliaferro _  1.  0 

Tattnall _  19.  8 

Taylor  _  10. 3 

Telfair _  3.2 

Terrell  _  10. 1 

Thomas _  12. 2 

Tift -  14.0 

Toombs _  17. 1 

Treutlen _  9. 3 

Troup _  4.  6 

Turner _  2. 1 

Twiggs _  5.  4 

Upson _  .9 

Walker _  10. 2 

Walton _  14. 0 

Ware _  1.2 

Warren _  8.2 

Washington  _  16. 0 

Wavne  _  2. 4 

Webster _  3. 9 

Wheeler _  10. 8 


White _ 

Whitfield _ 

Wilcox . 

Wilkes  . . 

Wilkinson _ 


.3 

10.4 

6.4 

4.2 

4.9 


Worth _  14.7 


Illinois 


Alexander _ 

Massac _ 


1.5 

0 


Pulaski _  .  8 


Kansas 


Montgomery 


Kentucky 


Ballard _ 

Calloway _ 

Carlisle _ 

Pulton _ 


0 

0 

.  1 
3.7 


Graves _ 

Hickman _ 

McCracken _ 

Marshall _ 


0 

3.3 

0 

0 


Parish 

reserve 

Parish  (acres) 

Acadia  _ 212.  9 

Allen _  9.  9 

Ascension  0 

Avoyelles _  61. 7 

Beauregard _  0 

Bienville _  65. 6 

Bossier _  25. 0 

Caddo _  51.9 

Caldwell _  49. 0 

Catahoula _  10. 0 

Claiborne _  56. 0 

Concordia _  6. 9 

De  Soto _  252. 1 

East  Baton 

Rouge _  0 

East  Carroll _  9.  8 

East  Feliciana  .  5 
Evangeline  56. 2 

Franklin _  36. 3 

Grant _  2.  5 

Iberia _  0 

Iberville _ _  .1 

Jackson _  2. 7 


Parish 
reserve 
(acres) 
..  0 


Parish 
Washington 

Webster _ 

West  Baton 
Rouge _  5. 4 


Parish 
Jeff  Davis. 

Lafayette _  235. 

La  Salle _  1.  o 

Lincoln _  5.  2 

Livingston _  0 

Madison _  41. 2 

Morehouse _  14.  9 

Natchitoches  _  61. 

Ouachita _  4.  0 

Pointe  Coupee  55. 

Rapides _  21. 

Red  River _  23. 

Richland _  24. 

Sabine _  0 

St.  Helena _  3. 

St.  Landry _ 541. 

St.  Martin _ 218. 

St.  Tammany. 

Tangipahoa _ 

Tensas _  22. 

Union _  8. 

Vermilion _  52. 

Vernon _  0 


Louisiana — Continued 


Parish 
reserve 
(acres) 
.  6.0 
.  0 


Parish 
reserve 
Parish  (acres) 

West  Carroll—  35. 0 
West  Feliciana  1. 9 
Winn _  2.  0 


Mississippi 


County 
reserve 
(acres) 
—  4.5 


County 
Adams 

Alcorn  _  18. 6 

Amite _  9. 1 

Attala  _  17. 1 

Benton _  8.  2 

Bolivar _  18.4 

Calhoun _  12.  8 

8.0 

5.9 

15.4 

13.4 
4.2 

10.  8 
6.7 


Carroll _ 

Chickasaw _ 

Choctaw  _ 

Claiborne _ 

Clarke  _ 

Clay  . 

Coahoma _ 

Copiah _  11.3 

Covington 9. 1 

De  Soto _ 

Forrest _ 

Franklin _ 

George _ 

Greene _ 

Grenada  _ 


County 

Lincoln  _ 

Lowndes  _ 

Madison  _ 

Marlon _ 

Marshall  _ 

Monroe _ 

Montgomery  _ 


County 
reserve 
(acres) 
.  7.3 

._  17.8 
-  25.8 
..  3.6 

7.3 

2.3 

8.3 


Neshoba _  32. 2 


Newton 


9.9 


5.  1 
.9 

1.9 
.  1 

3.9 
8.4 


Noxubee _  10.  0 

Oktibbeha  1.  8 

Panola _  5. 4 

Pearl  River _  .  i 

Perry  -  2. 4 

Pike  _  4. 2 

Pontotoc _  29.4 

Prentiss _  12. 7 

Quitman. .3 

Rankin _  20. 2 

Scott _  19. 1 

Sharkey _  .  l 


Hinds _  15. 6 

Holmes _  6. 4 

Humphreys  __  .9 

Issaquena _  1.3 

Itawamba  27. 2 

Jasper _  5.  7 

Jefferson _  4. 4 

Jefferson 

Davis  _  10. 2 

Jones  _  14. 3 

Kemper _  11. 1 

Lafayette _  11. 8 

Lamar  _  1.5 

Lauderdale _ 10. 6 

Lawrence  ___  2.4 

Leake _  21.8 

Lee  _  28. 4 

Lefiore  _  3. 6 


Smith _ 

Sunfiower _ 

Tallahatchie  _ 
Tate  _ 


Tishomingo 


Walthall  _ 

Warren _ 

Washington  _ 


Wilkinson _ 

Winston  _ 

Yalobusha _ 

Yazoo _ 


Missouri 


Bollinger  - 

Butler  _  19 

Cape 

Girardeau— 

Dunklin _ 

Howell _ 

Mississippi _ 


1.8 

2 

.1 
8.  1 
0 

10.5 


New  Madrid— 
Pemiscot  _ 


North  Carolina — Continued 


County 
reserve 
County  (acres) 

Davidson _  .1 

Davie  _  0 

Duplin _  4. 3 

Durham _ _  0 

Edgecombe .  7 

Forsyth  _  0 


Franklin 

Gaston _ 

Gates _ 

Granville _ 

Greene _ 

Guilford _ 

Halifax _ 


1.5 
1.7 
1.9 
0 

4.4 

0 

7.6 


Harnett _  75. 5 


,  County 

reserve 
County  (acres) 

Northampton.  7. 9 

Onslow _  0 

Orange _  .1 

Pamlico _  .  l 

Pasquotank _  0 

Pender _  0 

Perquimans _  1.0 

Person _ ^ _  0 

Pitt _  17.  8 

Polk  _  0 

Randolph _  0 

Richmond _  0 

Robeson _  47. 3 


Hertford  _ 

6oke _ 

Hyde - - - 

Iredell  _ 

Johnston 

Jones  _ 

Lee _ _ 

Lenoir  _ 

Lincoln _ 

Martin _ 

Mecklenburg  _ 
Montgomery  _ 

Moore _ 

Nash _ 

New  Hanover. 


1.4 
.  1 

0 

9. 1 
0 

.4 

1.6 

2. 1 

.7 

3.2 

1.0 

.6 

1.6 

9.8 

0 


0 

6.3 
.6 
.7 

1.3 


Rowan  _ 

Rutherford _ 

Sampson  .... 

Scotland _ 

Stanly  _ 

Tyrrell _  0 

Union _  9.  3 

Vance _  11.  6 

Wake  _  0 

Warren _  0 

Washington _  .5 

Wayne  _  0 

Wilkes _  0 

Wilson _  4. 6 

Yadkin _  0 


Oklahoma 


Stoddard  _ 

Vernon _ 


Nevada 
0  Nye  . 
New  Mexico 


Chaves _ 

Curry _ 

De  Baca _ 

Dona  Ana _ 

Eddy  . . 

Grant  _ 

Harding _  0 

Hidalgo  _  1.2 


2.4 

.3 

2.9 

9.7 

13.6 

0 


Lea  _ 

Luna  _ 

Otero  _ 

Quay  - 

Roosevelt  .... 

Sierra  _ 

Socorro _ 


North  Carolina 


Alamance _  0 

Alexander  ...  7. 2 

Anson _  0 

Beaufort _  1. 4 

Bertie _  20. 0 

Bladen _  11.9 

Brunswick  ._ 

Burke _  0 

Cabarrus  .... 
Caldwell _ 


.8 

9 

.9 


Camden _  0 

Carteret _ 

Catawba  _ 

Chatham _ 

Chowan  _ 

Cleveland _ 

Columbus _ 

Craven _ 

Cumberland  _ 
Currituck _ 


8.3 

Adair  _ 

0 

Lincoln  _ 

2.4 

12.0 

Atoka 

10.2 

Logan _ 

11. 1 

8.7 

Beckham _ 

20.5 

Love  _ 

3.7 

4.6 

Blaine _ 

42.9 

McClain 

4.6 

21.9 

Bryan _ 

3.9 

McCurtaln _ 

58.6 

14.4 

Caddo  _ 

29.2 

McIntosh _ 

1.4 

13.0 

Canadian  _ 

10.6 

Major 

25.  1 

27.8 

Carter  _ 

2.0 

Marshall  _ 

1.7 

5.8 

Choctaw  — — 

.2 

Mayes 

1. 1 

5.3 

Cimarron _ 

0 

Murray 

.6 

60.9 

Cleveland _ 

4.5 

Muskogee _ 

11.7 

7.6 

Coal  _ 

1.6 

Noble 

2.0 

14.0 

Comanche _ 

76.6 

Nowata _ 

.9 

1.3 

Cotton _ 

225.7 

Okfuskee _ 

41.  1 

27.8 

Craig  _ 

0 

Oklahoma _ 

9.0 

2.1 

Creek  _ 

2.0 

Okmulgee _ 

2.2 

3.6 

Custer  _ 

7.8 

Osage  _ 

1.7 

Dewey _ 

25.4 

Pawnee 

14.8 

EUls  — . . 

1.0 

Payne 

5.0 

Garfield 

0 

Pittsburg _ 

10.3 

18.4  ' 

Garvin  _ 

10.7 

Pontotoc _ 

1.4 

1.4 

Grady _ 

27.4 

Pottawatomie 

1.4 

5. 1 

Grant  _ 

0 

Pushmataha  _ 

0 

25.0 

Greer 

4. 1 

Roger  Mills _ 

7.3 

21.4 

Harmon _ 

5.5 

Rogers  _ 

0 

0 

Harper _ 

0 

Seminole _ 

1.7 

0 

Haskell 

.2 

Sequoyah  _ 

.  1 

Hughes _ 

74.5 

Stephens _ 

3.9 

Jackson 

7.8 

Texas 

0 

25.0 

Jefferson _ 

50. 1 

Tillman 

9.8 

Johnston _ 

14.9 

Tulsa  _ 

2.0 

Kay _ 

0 

Wagoner  _ 

100.3 

29.9 

1.8 

Kingfisher _ 

10.0 

Washita 

38.6 

Kiowa _ 

Le  Flore 

18.9 
.  1 

Woodward _ 

1.5 

6.4 

South 

Carolina 

10.7 

Abbeville  „ 

13.0 

Dillon _ 

28.9 

0 

Aiken  _ 

14.0 

Dorchester _ 

19.4 

1.  0 

Allendale _ 

6.8 

Edgefield _ 

19.  2 

Anderson  _ 

21.3 

Fairfield 

7.0 

Bamberg _ 

10.3 

Florence  _ 

47.7 

Barnwell _ 

7.6 

Georgetown  _ 

5.3 

0 

Beaufort  — _ 

1.9 

Greenville _ 

18.2 

.  1 

Berkeley  _ 

100.8 

Greenwood _ 

109.9 

.  1 

Calhoun 

11.9 

Hampton _ 

17.5 

.2 

Charleston _ 

15.0 

Horry 

12.4 

0 

Cherokee _ 

142. 1 

Jasper _ 

.9 

0 

Chester  _ 

49.4 

Kershaw  _ 

63.6 

0 

Chesterfield  _ 

97. 1 

Lancaster 

28.  4 

.  5 

Clarendon _ 

97.8 

Laurens  _ 

16.4 

2.  1 

Colleton 

51.3 

Lee  _ 

101.2 

0 

Darlington _ 

198.6 

Lexington _ 

13.5 
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South  Carolina — Continued 


County 

reserve 

County  (acres) 

McCormick _  6.  7 

Marlon _ 141.0 

Marlboro _  50. 4 

Newberry _  22. 7 

Oconee _  19. 6 

Orangeburg  _  45. 2 

Pickens  _  10. 3 


County 

reserve 

County  (acres) 

Richland _  21. 4 

Saluda _ 107. 8 

Spartanburg  _  22.3 

Sumter  _  32. 0 

Union _  7. 9 

Williamsburg.  37. 9 
York .  17. 6 


Texas — Continued 


Bedford 
Benton  . 
Bradley  . 
Cannon 
Carroll  . 
Chester . 
Coffee  _. 


5.6 
1. 1 
.2 
7.8 
6.4 

.  1.0 

Crockett _  58. 1 

Decatur _  4. 3 

Dickson _  0. 

Dyer _  10. 3 

Fayette _  12. 4 

Franklin _  11.0 


Tennessee 

3. 5  Lawrence _  14. 8 

Lewis  _  .1 

Lincoln _  18.  9 

Loudon _  0. 

McMlnn _  .8 

McNalry _  7.  8 

Madison _  5.  4 

Marlon _  0. 

Marshall  _  1.9 

Maury  _  1.1 

Meigs  _  2.  0 

Moore _  1.0 

Obion _  29. 5 


Gibson _ 

17.3 

Perry _ 

.1 

Giles 

14.  5 

Pnlk 

.  8 

Grundy _ 

1. 1 

Rhea _ 

0. 

Hamilton  ____ 

0. 

Robertson _ 

0. 

Hardeman _ 

4.5 

Rutherford _ 

7.2 

Hardin _ 

19.1 

Shelby _ 

18.9 

Ha3rwood  ____ 

22.9 

Tipton _ 

27. 1 

Henderson _ 

29.8 

Warren _ 

0. 

Henry _ 

28.4 

Wayne  _ 

3.3 

Humphreys _ 

0. 

Weakley _ 

18.3 

Lake _ 

16. 1 

Williamson _ 

0. 

Lauderdale _ 

14.3 

Wilson . 

.1 

County 

reserve 

County  (acres) 

Hemphill _  2. 1 

Henderson _  24. 6 

Hidalgo  _ 214.6 

Hill  . .  48.9 

Hockley _  15. 3 

Hood _  25.  3 

Hopkins .  11. 1 

Houston  _ 160.  8 

Howard  _  10. 9 

Hudspeth _  2. 8 

Hunt  _  68. 3 

Hutchinson _  0 

Irion  _  1.0 

Jack  _  4.  9 

Jackson _  4.  6 

Jasper _  0 

Jeff  Davis _  .  2 

Jim  Hogg _  .  1 

Jim  Wells _  9.  0 


County 

reserve 

County  (acres) 
Palo  Pinto...  19. 7 


Panola _ 

Parker _ 

Parmer  _ 

Pecos  _ 

Polk  . 

Potter  _ 

Presidio _ 

Rains _ 

Randall _ 

Reagan  _ 

Red  River _ 

Reeves _ 


.7 

20.5 

4.5 

2.8 

4.7 
0 

.5 

5.7 
4.9 
3. 1 

29.8 

2.6 


Refugio _  2.  7 

Roberts _  0 

Robertson 20. 6 

Rockwall _  31.8 

Runnels _ 100.  9 

Rusk  _  250.  3 


Texas 


Anderson  ____ 

10.4 

Crockett 

0 

Andrews _ 

.  1 

Crosby  - 

18.9 

Angelina  ____ 

5.9 

Culberson _ 

2.0 

Aransas  _ 

1. 1 

Dallas _ 

99. 1 

Archer  _ 

30.  0 

Dawson  _ 

11. 1 

Armstrong _ 

4.3 

Deaf  Smith _ 

6.2 

Atascosa 

21.4 

Delta _ 

48.6 

Austin  _ 

8.2 

Denton _ 

9.2 

Bailey _ 

10.9 

Dewitt  _ 

39.6 

Bastrop _ 

21.3 

Dickens  _ 

9.6 

Baylor  _ 

40.5 

Dimmit  _ 

10.2 

Bee  _ 

16.8 

Donley _ 

5.5 

Bell _ 

49.1 

Duval _ 

4.4 

Bexar  _ 

9.3 

Eastland 

5.6 

Blanco  _ 

0 

Ector  _ 

0 

Borden _ 

3. 1 

Ellis  . 

79.4 

Bosque _ 

31.4 

El  Paso _ 

4.5 

Bowie _ 

13.2 

Erath  _ 

10.9 

Brazoria _ 

1.6 

Palls  . . 

30.3 

Brazos  _ 

5.  1 

Fannin _ 

27.9 

Brewster _ 

0 

Fayette _ 

228.0 

Briscoe 

15.5 

Fisher _ 

40.4 

Brooks  _ 

.5 

Floyd  _ 

14.0 

Brown _ 

5.5 

Foard  _ 

15.9 

Burleson  ____ 

71. 1 

Fort  Bend _ 

13.8 

Burnet _ 

5.  0 

Franklin _ 

11. 1 

Caldwell _ 

2.9 

Freestone 

4.7 

Johnson  _ 

27.3 

Sabine _ 

1.3 

Jones  _ 

13.0 

San 

Karnes _ 

26.8 

Augustine.. 

5.2 

Kaufman _ 

19.5 

San  Jacinto.. 

1.  7 

Kendall . 

0 

San  Patricio _ 

4.3 

Kent _ 

3.3 

San  Saba _ 

34.4 

Kimble _ 

0 

Schleicher  .. 

36.9 

King . 

.3 

Scurry  _ 

6.0 

Kinney _ 

.2 

Shackelford  _ 

19.5 

Kleberg  _ 

6.0 

Shelby _ 

.3 

Knox _ 

14.2 

Smith _ 

0 

Lamar  _ 

11.2 

Somervell .... 

.  1 

Lamb  _ 

7.9 

Starr  _ 

30.  4 

Lampasas _ 

4.8 

Stephens  .... 

1.3 

La  Salle _ 

9.9 

Sterling _ 

.2 

Lavaca  _ 

16.5 

Stonewall _ 

14.7 

Lee  _ 

3.6 

Swisher _ 

11.7 

Leon _ 

25.5 

Tarrant _ 

15.6 

Liberty  _ 

14.9 

Taylor  _ 

13.0 

Limestone _ 

104.4 

Terry  _ 

5.8 

Live  Oak _ 

5.5 

Throck- 

Effective  date:  Date  of  filing  of  this 
document  with  the  Director,  Office  of 
tile  Federal  Register. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  12,  1971. 

Kenneth  E.  Frick, 
Administrator,  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation 
Service. 

[FR  Doc.71-2331  Filed  2-19-71;8:45  am] 


Calhoun  . 

Callahan 

Cameron 

Camp _ 

Carson  .. 

Cass  _ 

Castro _ 

Cherokee 

Childress 


3.7 

10.4 

23.4 
1.0 
1.2 
9.6 

12.7 
1.8 

19.2 


Frio  _ 

Gaines  _ 

Garza _ 

Gillespie  _ 

Glasscock _ 

Goliad  _ 

Gonzales _ 

Gray - 


2.5 
6.9 
6.3 

5.5 
.9 
.3 

2.0 

0 


Loving  _ 

.  1 

Titus  _ 

0 

Lubbock  .... 

25.7 

Tom  Green.. 

20.  7 

Lynn  _ 

7.6 

Travis  _ 

32.  2 

McCulloch _ 

30.9 

Trinity  .... 

9.8 

McLennan  _ 

77.4 

Tyler  _ 

1.9 

McMullen _ 

4.2 

Upshur  .... 

0 

Madison  _ 

5.2 

Upton  _ 

2.0 

Marion 

0 

Uvalde _ 

8.2 

Martin _ 

4.  8 

Val  Verde _ 

.2 

Mason 

9.7 

Van  Zandt.. 

9.8 

Matagorda _ 

1.4 

Victoria _ 

.  9.9 

Maverick _ 

1.8 

Walker _ 

.  3.3 

Medina  _ 

3.0 

Waller  _ 

-  5.4 

Menard 

5.9 

Ward  _ 

.8 

Midland  .... 

11.0 

Washington 

.  23. 7 

Milam  _ 

18.  4 

Webb _ 

0 

Mills 

9.9 

Wharton _ 

.  26.6 

Mitchell  _ 

31.3 

Wheeler  .... 

.  10.4 

Montague _ 

43.3 

Wichita _ 

.  10.5 

Montgomery  _ 

4.0 

Wilbarger  .. 

.  19.  6 

Moore  _ 

.  1 

Willacy  .... 

.  31.4 

Morris  _ 

0 

Williamson  . 

.  16.7 

Motley _ 

8.0 

Wilson  _ 

.  21.4 

Nacogdoches  _ 

11.8 

Wise _ 

.  15.2 

Navarro _ 

40.9 

Wood . 

.  3.3 

Newton  ..... 

0 

Yoakum _ 

.  2.6 

Nolan _ 

29.3 

Young  _ 

.  20.9 

Nueces _ 

12.3 

Zapata  _ 

.  1 

Ochiltree _ 

.3 

Zavala  _ 

.  4.9 

Oldham 


Clay - 

10.4 

Gregg  . . 

.  1 

Cochran  _ 

4.0 

Grimes _ 

15.8 

Coke _ 

9.8 

Guadalupe _ 

14.  1 

Brunswick _ 

18.8 

Nansemond _ 

5.b 

Coleman  _ 

58.9 

Hale  _ 

13. 1 

Charlotte _ 

.  1 

Prince 

Collin _ 

42.5 

Hall  _ 

15.8 

Dinwiddle _ 

2.2 

Edward _ 

0 

Collingsworth 

9.3 

Hamilton  .... 

9.6 

Greensville _ 

62.8 

Prince 

Colorado  .... 

9.2 

Hansford  _ _ 

1.8 

Henrico _ 

0 

George _ 

0 

Comal _ 

.  1 

Hardeman _ 

10.2 

Isle  of  Wight. 

1.8 

Southampton. 

9.4 

Comanche _ 

1.2 

Harris _ 

2.  1 

Lunenburg  .. 

5.9 

Surry _ 

0 

Concho  _ 

83.4 

Harrison  _ 

7.7 

Mecklenburg  _ 

6.  4 

Sussex _ 

6.0 

Cooke 

14.6 

Hartley _ 

0 

Coryell _ 

31.1 

Haskell _ 

71.7 

(Secs.  350(e),  375,  84  Stat.  1373,  52  Stat. 

66. 

Cottle  - _ 

8.7 

Hays - 

6. 1 

as  amended:  7  U.S.C.  1350(e) ,  1375) 

[Arndt.  7] 

PART  730--RICE 

Subpart — Regulations  for  Determina¬ 
tion  of  Acreage  Allotments  for  1969 
and  Subsequent  Crops  of  Rice 

Miscellaneous  Amendments 

Basis  and  purpose.  The  amendments 
herein  are  issued  under  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Agricul¬ 
tural  Adjustment  Act  of  1938,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  1281  et  seq.). 

The  purpose  of  amendments  1  and  3 
is  to  delete  language  from  the  provisions 
requiring  the  furnishing  of  information 
from  applicants  for  new  producer  allot¬ 
ments  and  new  farm  allotments  to  bring 
the  provisions  into  agreement  with  the 
provisions  of  §§  730.69(c)  and  730.80(c) 
on  eligibility  requirements  for  new  pro¬ 
ducers  and  new  farm  allotments,  which 
were  recently  amended.  As  so  amended, 
to  be  eligible  for  a  new  producer  or  new 
farm  allotment  the  applicant  must  ex¬ 
pect  to  obtain  more  than  50  percent  of 
his  income  from  farming  generally 
rather  than  from  farming  operations  on 
the  farm  to  which  the  new  producer 
allotment  will  be  allocated  or  on  the  farm 
for  which  the  new  farm  allotment  is  re¬ 
quested,  as  w'as  in  effect  prior  to  the 
recent  aniendment. 

Amendment  2  would  delete  the  provi¬ 
sion  for  the  exchange  of  cotton  and  rice 
allotments  in  farm  States.  Authority  for 
such  exchanges  was  contained  in  section 
344a(h)  of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment 
Act  of  1938,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C. 
1344b(h)),  which  expired  with  the  cal¬ 
endar  year  1970. 

Since  two  of  the  amendments  are  ad¬ 
ministrative  in  nature  and  the  other  is 
required  by  statute  and  since  new  pro¬ 
ducer  and  new  farm  allotments  will  be 
determined  very  shortly  and  farmers 
need  to  know  the  provisions  of  these 
amendments,  it  is  hereby  foimc  that 
compliance  with  the  notice,  public  pro¬ 
cedure,  and  effective  date  requirements  of 
5  U.S.C.  553  is  imnecessary  and  contrary 
to  the  public  interest,  and  these  amend¬ 
ments  shall  become  effective  as  provided 
herein. 

The  Subpart — Regulations  for  Deter¬ 
mination  of  Acreage  Allotments  for  1969 
and  Subsequent  Crops  of  Rice  (33  F.R. 
14520,  as  amended,  is  amended  as 
follows: 

1.  Paragraph  (b)  of  §  730.69  is 
amended  by  deleting  the  phrase  “opera¬ 
tions  on  the  farm  to  which  the  requested 
allotment  will  be  allocated”  in  the  second 
sentence. 

2.  Section  730.79  is  amended  by  delet¬ 
ing  paragraph  (d)  thereof. 
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3.  Paragraph  (b)  of  §  730.80  Is 
amended  by  deleting  the  hrase  “opera¬ 
tions  on  the  farm  for  which  the  allot¬ 
ment  is  being  requested”. 

(Secs.  344a,  353,  375,  79  Stat.  1107,  M 
amended,  52  Stat.  61,  as  amended,  66,  as 
amended:  7  U5.C.  1344b,  1353, 1375) 

Effective  date:  Date  of  filing  with  the 
Director,  Office  of  the  Federal  Register, 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  12,  1971, 

Kenneth  E.  Frick, 
Administrator.  Agricultural  Sta¬ 
bilization  and  Conservation 
Service. 

(FR  Doc.71-2379  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


Chapter  XIV — Commodity  Credit  Cor¬ 
poration,  Department  of  Agriculture 

SUBCHAPTER  B — LOANS,  PURCHASES,  AND 
OTHER  OPERATIONS 

[CCC  Grain  Price  Support  Regs.,  1970  and 
Subsequent  Crops  Soybean  Supp.,  Arndt.  1  ] 

PART  1421— GRAINS  AND  SIMILARLY 
HANDLED  COMMODITIES 

Subpart — 1970  and  Subsequent  Crops 
Soybean  Loan  and  Purchase  Program 

Warehouse  Charges 

The  regulations  issued  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  at  35  F.R.  13971 
and  14501,  containing  provisions  for  price 
support  loans  and  purchases  applicable 
to  the  1970  and  Subsequent  crops  of  soy¬ 
beans  are  amended  as  follows: 

Section  1421.372  is  revised  to  delete  all 
references  in  paragraph  (a)  relating  to 
approved  warehouses  operated  by  eastern 
common  carriers  under  tariffs  approved 
by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
and  to  delete  paragraph  (c)  which  re¬ 
lates  to  warehouses  operated  by  eastern 
common  carriers.  The  revised  section 
reads  as  follows: 

§  1421.372  Warehouse  charges. 

(a)  Handling  and  storage  liens.  Ware¬ 
house  receipts  and  the  soybeans  repre¬ 
sented  thereby  stored  in  an  approved 
warehouse  operating  under  the  Uniform 
Grain  Storage  Agreement  (hereinafter 
called  “UGSA”)  may  be  subject  to  liens 
for  warehouse  handling  and  storage 
charges  at  not  to  exceed  the  UGSA 
rates  from  the  date  the  soybeans  are  de¬ 
posited  in  the  warehouse  for  storage.  In 
no  event  shall  a  warehouseman  be  en¬ 
titled  to  satisfy  the  lien  by  sale  of  the 
soybeans  when  CCC  is  holder  of  the  ware¬ 
house  receipt. 

(b)  Deduction  of  storage  charges 
UGSA  warehouses.  The  table  set  forth 
in  the  annual  soybean  crop  supplement 
will  provide  the  deduction  for  storage 
charges  to  be  made  from  the  amount  of 
the  loan  or  purchase  price  in  the  case  of 
soybeans  stored  in  an  approved  ware¬ 
house  operated  under  the  UGSA.  Such 
deduction  shall  be  based  on  entries 
shown  on  the  warehouse  receipts.  If 
written  evidence  is  submitted  with  the 
warehouse  receipt  that  all  the  ware¬ 
house  charges  except  receiving  and  load¬ 
ing  out  charges  have  been  prepaid 


through  the  loan  maturity  date,  no 
storage  deduction  shall  be  made.  If  such 
written  evidence  is  not  submitted,  the 
beginning  date  to  be  used  for  computing 
the  storage  deduction  on  soybeans  stored 
in  warehouses  operating  imder  the  UGSA 
shall  be  the  latest  of  the  following:  (1) 
The  date  the  soybeans  were  received  or 
deposited  in  the  warehouse,  (2)  the  date 
storage  charges  start,  or  (3)  the  day 
following  the  date  through  which  storage 
charges  have  been  paid. 

(Sec.  4,  62  Stat.  1070,  as  amended;  15  U.S.C. 
714b.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  5,  62  Stat.  1072; 
secs.  203,  301,  401,  63  Stat.  1054;  7  U.S.C. 
1446(d),  1447,  1421) 

Effective  date:  Upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  (2-20-71). 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  12, 1971. 

Kenneth  E.  Frick, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 

IFR  Doc.71-2342  Filed  2-19-71;8:46  am] 


[CCC  Grain  Price  Support  Regs.,  1970  Crop 
Soybean  Supp.,  Arndt.  1] 

PART  1421— GRAINS  AND  SIMILARLY 
HANDLED  COMMODITIES 

Subpart — 1970  Crop  Soybean  Loan 
and  Purchase  Program 

Warehouse  Charges 

The  regulations  issued  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation  published  in 
the  Federal  Register  at  35  F.R.  12829 
containing  provisions  for  price  support 
Idhins  and  purchases  applicable  to  the 
1970  crop  of  soybeans  are  amended  as 
f(dlows: 

Section  1421.391  is  amended  to  delete 
in  the  introductory  sentence  of  §  1421.391 
all  references  to  approved  warehouses 
operated  by  eastern  common  carriers 
imder  tariffs  approved  by  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  and  to  delete 
paragraph  (b)  which  relates  to  ware¬ 
houses  operated  by  eastern  common  car¬ 
riers.  The  amended  section  reads  as 
follows: 

§1421.391  Warehouse  charges. 

Subject  to  the  provisions  of  §  1421.372, 
the  schedule  of  deductions  set  forth  in 
this  section  shall  apply  to  soybeans  stored 
in  an  approved  warehouse  operating 
under  the  Uniform  Grain  Storage 
Agreement. 

Schedule  or  Deductions  for  Storage 
Charges  for  Maturity  Date  of  June  30, 
1971 

Deduction 
(cents  per 


Storage  start  date:  ^  bushel) 

Prior  to  Aug.  13,  1970 -  12 

Aug.  13-Sept.  9,  1970 -  11 

Sept.  lO-Oct.  7,  1970 . .  10 

Oct.  8-Nov.  4,  1970— . 9 

Nov.  5-Dec.  2,  1970 _ 8 

Dec.  3-Dec.  30,  1970 _  7 

Dec.  31,  1970-Jan.  27,  1971 _  6 

Jan.  28-Feb.  24,  1971 . -  5 

Feb.  25-Mar.  24,  1971— . —  4 

Mar.  25-Apr.  21,  1971 _ _  3 

Apr.  22-May  19,  1971— . —  2 

May  20-June  30,  1971 .  1 


^  All  dates  inclusive. 


(Sec.  4,  62  Stat.  1070  as  amended;  15  U.S.C. 
714b.  Interpret  or  apply  sec.  5,  62  Stat.  1072, 
secs.  203,  301,  401,  63  Stat.  1054;  7  U.S.C. 
1446(d).  1447,  1421) 

Effective  date:  Upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  (2-2()-71)  . 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  12, 1971. 

Kenneth  E.  Frick,  i 
Executive  Vice  President. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
[FR  Doc.71-2343  Piled  2-19-71;8:46  am] 


[Arndt.  8] 

PART  1425— COOPERATIVE 
MARKETING  ASSOCIATIONS 

Subpart — Eligibility  Requirements  for 
Price  Support 

Nominations 

The  regulations  issued  by  the  Com¬ 
modity  Credit  Corporation,  published  in 
33  F.R.  4914,  5865,  7071,  10639,  12673, 
15475,  and  35  F.R.  15206  and  18261,  con¬ 
taining  eligibility  requirements  for  Co¬ 
operative  Marketing  Associations  to  ob¬ 
tain  price  support  are  hereby  amended 
as  follows: 

Subparagraph  (2)  of  paragraph  (d)  of 
§  1425.5  is  amended  to  read  as  follows, 
in  order  to  permit  nomination  of  officers 
from  the  fioor: 

§  1425.5  Qiarter  or  bylaw  provisions. 

•  •  •  •  • 

(d)  Nominations.  Nominations  shall 
be  made  as  follows: 

*  •  •  •  * 

(2)  Nominations  for  election  of  offi¬ 
cers  shall  be  made  by  secret  balloting, 
nominating  committee,  or  from  the  fioor. 

*  •  •  •  • 

Effective  date:  Upon  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register  (2-20-71) . 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  12, 1971. 

Kenneth  E.  Frick, 
Executive  Vice  President. 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation. 
[FR  Doc.71-2341  Piled  2-19-71:8:46  am] 

Title  S— ANIMALS  AND 
ANIMAL  PRODUCTS 

Chapter  I — Agricultural  Research 
Service,  Department  of  Agriculture 

SUBCHAPTER  C— INTERSTATE  TRANSPORTATION 
OF  ANIMALS  AND  POULTRY 

[Docket  No.  71-519] 

PART  76— HOG  CHOLERA  AND 

OTHER  COMMUNICABLE  SWINE 
DISEASES 

Areas  QucKantined 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Act 
of  May  29,  1884,  as  amended,  the 
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Act  of  February  2, 1903,  as  amended  the 
Act  of  March  3,  1905,  as  amended, 
the  Act  of  September  6,  1961,  and  the 
Act  of  July  2,  1962  (21  U.S.C.  111-113, 
114g,  115,  117,  120,  121,  123-126,  134b, 
134f),  Part  76,  Title  9,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations,  restricting  the  interstate 
movement  of  swine  and  certain  products 
because  of  hog  cholera  and  other  com¬ 
municable  swine  diseases,  is  hereby 
amended  in  the  following  respects: 

In  §  76.2,  the  reference  to  the  State  of 
Ohio  in  the  introductory  portion  of  para¬ 
graph  (e)  and  paragraph  (e)  (9)  relating 
to  the  State  of  Ohio  are  deleted. 

(Secs.  4-7,  23  Sta.t.  32,  as  amended,  secs.  1, 
2,  32  Stat.  791-792,  as  amended,  secs.  1-4, 
33  Stat.  1264,  1265,  as  amended,  sec.  1,  75 
Stat.  481,  secs.  3  and  11,  76  Stat.  130,  132;  21 
U.S.C.  Ill,  112,  113,  114g,  115,  117,  120,  121, 
123-126,  134b,  134f;  29  F.R.  16210,  as 

amended.) 

Effective  date.  The  foregoing  amend¬ 
ment  shall  become  effective  upon  issu¬ 
ance. 

The  amendment  excludes  a  portion  of 
Clinton  County,  Ohio,  from  the  areas 
quarantined  because  of  hog  cholera. 
Therefore,  the  restrictions  pertaining  to 
the  interstate  movement  of  swine  and 
swine  products  from  or  through  quaran¬ 
tined  areas  as  contained  in  9  CFR  Part 
76,  as  amended,  will  not  apply  to  the 
excluded  area,  but  will  continue  to  apply 
to  the  quarantined  areas  described  in 
§  76.2(e).  Further,  the  restrictions  per¬ 
taining  to  the  interstate  movement  of 
swine  and  swine  products  from  non- 
quarantined  areas  contained  in  said  Part 
76  will -apply  to  the  excluded  area.  No 
areas  in  Ohio  remain  under  the  quar¬ 
antine. 

The  amendment  relieves  certain 
restrictions  presently  imposed  but  no 
longer  deemed  necessary  to  prevent  the 
spread  of  hog  cholera  and  must  be  made 
effective  immediately  to  be  of  maximum 
benefit  to  affected  persons.  It  does  not 
appear  that  public  participation  in  this 
rule  making  proceeding  would  make  ad¬ 
ditional  information  available  to  this 
Department.  Accordingly,  under  the 
administrative  procedure  provisions  in 
5  U.S.C.  553,  it  is  found  upon  good  cause 
that  notice  and  other  public  procedure 
with  respect  to  the  amendment  are  im¬ 
practicable  and  unnecessary,  and  good 
cause  is  found  for  making  it  effective  less 
than  30  days  after  publication  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  16th 
day  of  February  1971. 

F.  J.  Mulhern, 

Acting  Administrator, 
Agricultural  Research  Service. 

[FR  Doc.71-2380  Filed  2-19-71:8:49  am] 


(Docket  No.  71-520) 

PART  76— HOG  CHOLERA  AND 
OTHER  COMMUNICABLE  SWINE 
DISEASES 

Areas  Quarantined 

Pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
May  29,  1884,  as  amended,  the  Act  of 


February  2,  1903,  as  amended,  the  Act 
of  March  3, 1905,  as  amended,  the  Act  of 
September  6, 1961,  and  the  Act  of  July  2, 
1962  (21  U.S.C.  111-113,  114g.  115,  117, 
120,  121,  123-126,  134b,  134f),  Part  76, 
Title  9,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  re¬ 
stricting  the  interstate  movement  of 
swine  and  certain  products  because  of 
hog  cholera  and  other  communicable 
swine  diseases,  is  hereby  amended  in  the 
following  respects: 

In  §  76.2,  in  paragraph  (e)  (13)  relat¬ 
ing  to  the  State  of  Texas,  subdivision 
(xvi)  relating  to  Smith  County  is  deleted, 
and  new  subdivisions  (xxii)  and  (xxiii) 
relating  to  Bexar  County  are  added  to 
read: 

(13)  Texas.  •  *  * 

(xxii)  That  portion  of  Bexar  County 
bounded  by  a  line  beginning  at  the  junc¬ 
tion  of  Interstate  Highway  410  and 
Farm-to-Market  Road  78;  thence,  follow¬ 
ing  Farm-to-Market  Road  78  in  a  north¬ 
easterly  direction  to  Farm-to-Market 
Road  1518;  thence,  following  Farm-to- 
Market  Road  1518  in  a  southeasterly  and 
then  southwesterly  direction  to  U.S. 
Highway  87 ;  thence,  following  U.S.  High¬ 
way  87  in  a  northwesterly  direction  to 
Interstate  Highway  410;  thence,  follow¬ 
ing  Interstate  Highway  410  in  a  north¬ 
westerly  direction  to  its  junction  with 
Farm-to-Market  Road  78. 

(xxiii)  That  portion  of  Bexar  County 
boimded  by  a  line  beginning  at  the  junc¬ 
tion  of  the  Bexar-Medina  County  line 
and  State  Highway  16;  thence,  following 
State  Highway  16  in  a  southeasterly  di¬ 
rection  to  Farm-to-Market  Road  471; 
thence,  following  Farm-to-Market  Road 
471  in  a  southwesterly  and  then  north¬ 
westerly  direction  to  Fann-to-Market 
Road  1957;  thence,  following  Farm-to- 
Market  Road  1957  in  a  southeasterly  and 
then  southwesterly  direction  to  the 
Bexar-Medina  County  line;  thence,  fol¬ 
lowing  the  Bexar-Medina  County  line  in 
a  northerly  direction  to  its  junction  with 
State>Highway  16. 

(Secs.  4-7,  23  Stat.  32,  as  amended,  secs.  1,  2, 
32  Stat.  791-792,  as  amended,  secs.  1-4,  33 
Stat.  1264,  1265,  as  amended,  sec.  1,  75  Stat. 
481,  secs.  3  and  11,  76  Stat.  130, 132;  21  U.S.C. 
Ill,  112,  113,  114g,  115,  117,  120,  121,  123-126, 
134b,  1341;  29  F.R.  16210,  as  amended) 

Effective  date.  The  foregoing  amend¬ 
ments  shall  become  effective  upon  issu¬ 
ance. 

The  amendments  quarantine  portions 
of  Bexar  County,  Tex.,  because  of  the 
existence  of  hog  cholera.  This  action  is 
deemed  necessary  to  prevent  further 
spread  of  the  disease.  The  restrictions 
pertaining  to  the  interstate  movement  of 
swine  and  swine  products  from  or 
through  quarantined  areas  as  contained 
in  9  CFR  Part  76,  as  amended,  will  apply 
to  the  quarantined  portions  of  such 
county. 

The  amendments  also  exclude  a  por¬ 
tion  of  Smith  Coimty,  Tex.,  from  the 
areas  quarantined  because  of  hog  cholera. 
No  areas  in  Smith  County,  Tex.,  remain 
under  the  quarantine.  Therefore,  the  re¬ 
strictions  pertaining  to  the  interstate 
movement  of  swine  and  swine  products 
from  or  through  quarantined  areas  as 


contained  In  9  CFR  Part  76,  as  amended, 
will  not  (XHnply  to  the  excluded  area,  but 
will  continue  to  apply  to  the  quarantined 
areas  described  in  §  76.2(e) .  Further,  the 
restrictions  pertaining  to  the  interstate 
movement  of  swine  and  swine  products 
from  nonquarantined  areas  contained  in 
said  Part  76  will  apply  to  the  area  ex¬ 
cluded  from  quarantine. 

Insofar  as  the  amendments  impose  cer¬ 
tain  further  restrictions  necessary  to 
prevent  the  interstate  spread  of  hog 
cholera,  they  must  be  made  effective  im¬ 
mediately  to  accomplish  their  purpose  in 
the  public  interest.  Insofar  as  they  re¬ 
lieve  restrictions,  they  should  be  made 
effective  promptly  in  order  to  be  of  max¬ 
imum  benefit  to  affected  persons. 

Accordingly,  under  the  administrative 
procedure  provisions  in  5  U.S.C.  553,  it 
is  foimd  upon  good  cause  that  notice  and 
other  public  procedure  with  respect  to 
the  amendments  are  impracticable,  un¬ 
necessary,  and  contrary  to  the  public 
interest,  and  good  cause  is  foimd  for 
making  them  effective  less  than  30  days 
after  publication  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  16th 
day  of  Februaiy  1971. 

F.  J.  Mulhern, 
Acting  Administrator, 
Agricultural  Research  Service. 

[FR  Doc.71-2339  Piled  2-19-71:8:46  am] 


Title  10— ATOMIC  ENERGY 

Chapter  I — Atomic  Energy 
Commission 

PART  50— LICENSING  OF  PRODUC¬ 
TION  AND  UTILIZATION  FACILITIES 

General  Design  Criteria  for  Nuclear 
Power  Plants 

The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  has 
adopted  an  amendment  to  its  regulations, 
10  CFR  Part  50,  “Licensing  of  Produc¬ 
tion  and  Utilization  Facilities,”  which 
adds  an  Appendix  A,  “General  Design 
Criteria  for  Nuclear  Power  Plants.” 

Section  50.34(a)  of  Part  50  requires 
that  each  application  for  a  construction 
permit  include  the  preliminary  design 
of  the  facility.  The  following  information 
is  specified  for  inclusion  as  part  of  the 
preliminary  design  of  the  facility: 

(i)  The  principal  design  criteria  for 
the  facility 

(ii)  The  design  bases  and  the  relation 
of  the  design  bases  to  the  principal  de¬ 
sign  criteria 

(iii)  Information  relative  to  materi¬ 
als  of  construction,  general  arrangement, 
and  the  approximate  dimensions,  suffi¬ 
cient  to  provide  reasonable  assurance 
that  the  final  design  will  conform  to  the 
design  bases  with  adequate  margin  for 
safety. 

The  "General  Design  Criteria  for  Nuclear 
Powder  Plants”  added  as  Appendix  A  to 
Part  50  establish  the  minimum  require¬ 
ments  for  the  principal  design  criteria 
for  water-cooled  nuclear  power  plants 
similar  in  design  and  location  to  plants 
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for  which  construction  permits  have 
been  issued  by  the  Commission.  They  also 
provide  guidance  in  establishing  the 
principal  design  criteria  for  other  types 
of  nuclear  power  plants.  Principal  de¬ 
sign  criteria  established  by  an  applicant 
and  accepted  by  the  Commission  will  be 
incorporated  by  reference  in  the  con¬ 
struction  permit.  In  considering  the  is¬ 
suance  of  an  operating  license  imder 
Part  50,  the  Commission  will  require  as¬ 
surance  that  these  criteria  have  been 
satisfied  in  the  detailed  design  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  facility  and  that  any 
changes  in  such  criteria  are  justified. 

A  proposed  Appendix  A,  “General  De¬ 
sign  Criteria  for  Nuclear  Power  Plant 
Construction  Permits”  to  10  CFR  Part 
50  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
(32  F.R.  10213)  on  July  11,  1967.  The 
comments  and  suggestions  received  in 
response  to  the  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  and  subsequent  developments  in 
the  technology  and  in  the  licensing  proc¬ 
ess  have  been  considered  in  developing 
the  revised  criteria  which  follow. 

The  revised  criteria  establish  minimum 
requirements  for  water-cooled  nuclear 
power  plants  similar  in  design  and  loca¬ 
tion  to  plants  for  which  construction 
-permits  have  been  issued  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion,  whereas  the  previously  proposed 
criteria  would  have  provided  guidance 
for  applicants  for  construction  permits 
for  all  types  of  nuclear  power  plants.  The 
revised  criteria  have  been  reduced  to  55 
in  number,  include  definitions  of  im¬ 
portant  terms,  and  have  been  rearranged 
to  increase  their  usefulness  in  the  li¬ 
censing  process.  Additional  criteria  de¬ 
scribing  specific  requirements  on  matters 
covered  in  more  general  terms  in  the 
previously  proposed  criteria  have  been 
added  to  the  criteria.  The  Categories  A 
and  B  used  to  characterize  the  amount  of 
information  needed  in  Safety  Analysis 
Reports  concerning  each  criterion  have 
been  deleted  since  additional  guidance 
on  the  amoimt  and  detail  of  information 
required  to  be  submitted  by  applicants 
for  facility  licenses  at  the  construction 
permit  stage  is  now  included  in  §  50.34 
of  Part  50.  The  term  “engineered  safety 
features”  has  been  eliminated  from  the 
revised  criteria  and  the  requirements 
for  “engineered  safety  features”  incor¬ 
porated  in  the  criteria  for  individual 
systems. 

Further  revisions  of  these  General 
Design  Criteria  are  to  be  expected.  In  the 
course  of  the  development  of  the  revised 
criteria,  important  safety  considerations 
were  identified,  but  specific  requirements 
related  to  some  of  these  considerations 
have  not  as  yet  been  suflOciently  de¬ 
veloped  and  imiformly  applied  in  the 
licensing  process  to  warrant  their  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  criteria  at  this  time.  Their 
omission  does  not  relieve  any  applicant 
from  considering  these  matters  in  the 
design  of  a  specific  facility  and  satisfy¬ 
ing  the  necessary  safety  requirements. 
These  matters  include: 

(i)  Consideration  of  the  need  to  design 
against  single  failures  of  passive  com¬ 
ponents  in  fluid  systems  important  to 
safety. 


(ii)  Consideration  of  redundancy  and 
diversity  requirements  for  fluid  systems 
important  to  safety.  A  “system”  could 
consist  of  a  number  of  subsystems  each 
of  which  is  separately  capable  of  per¬ 
forming  the  specified  system  safety  func¬ 
tion.  The  minimum  acceptable  redun¬ 
dancy  and  diversity  of  subsystems  and 
components  within  a  subsystem  and  the 
required  interconnection  and  independ¬ 
ence  of  the  subsystems  have  not  yet 
been  developed  or  defined. 

(iii)  Consideration  of  the  type,  size, 
and  orientation  of  possible  breaks  in  the 
components  of  the  reactor  coolant  pres¬ 
sure  boundary  in  determining  design  re¬ 
quirements  to  suitably  protect  against 
postulated  loss  of  coolant  accidents. 

(iv)  Consideration  of  the  possibility  of 
systematic,  nonrandom,  concurrent  fail¬ 
ures  of  redimdant  elements  in  the  design 
of  the  protection  systems  and  reactivity 
control  systems. 

In  addition,  the  Commission  is  giving 
consideration  to  the  need  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  criteria  relating  to  protection 
against  industrial  sabotage  and  protec¬ 
tion  against  common  mode  failmes  in 
systems,  other  than  the  protection  and 
reactivity  control  systems,  that  are  im¬ 
portant  to  safety  and  have  extremely 
high  reliability  requirements. 

It  is  expected  that  these  criteria  will 
be  augmented  or  changed  when  specific 
requirements  related  to  these  and  other 
considerations  are  suitably  identified  and 
developed. 

Pursuant  to  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of 
1954,  as  amended,  and  sections  552  and 
553  of  title  5  of  the  United  States  Code, 
the  following  amendment  to  10  CFR  Part 
50  is  published  as  a  document  subject  to 
codification  to  be  effective  90  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register.  The 
Commission  invites  all  interested  per¬ 
sons  who  desire  to  submit  written  com¬ 
ments  or  suggestions  in  connection  with 
the  amendment  to  send  them  to  the 
Secretary,  U.S.  Atomic  Energy  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington,  D.C.  20545,  Attention: 
Chief,  Public  Proceedings  Branch,  within 
45  days  after  publication  of  this  notice 
in  the  Federal  Register.  Such  submis¬ 
sions  will  be  given  consideration  with  the 
view  to  possible  further  amendments. 
Copies  of  comments  may  be  examined  in 
the  Commission’s  Public  Document  Room 
at  1717  H  Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 

1.  Section  50.34(a)  (3)  (i)  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

§  50.34  Contents  of  applications;  tech¬ 
nical  information. 

(a)  Preliminary  safety  analysis  feport. 
Each  application  for  a  construction  per¬ 
mit  shall  include  a  preliminary  safety 
analysis  report.  The  minimum  informa¬ 
tion  to  be  included  shall  consist  of  the 
following: 

•  ♦  •  •  * 

(3)  The  preliminary  design  of  the  fa-* 
cility  including: 

(i)  The  principal  design  criteria  for 
the  facility.’  Appendix  A,  General  Design 


*  General  design  criteria  for  chemical  proc¬ 
essing  facilities  are  being  developed. 


Criteria  for  Nuclear  Power  Plants,  estab¬ 
lishes  minimum  requirements  for  the 
principal  design  criteria  for  water-cooled 
nuclear  power  plants  similar  in  design 
and  location  to  plants  for  which  con¬ 
struction  permits  have  previously  been 
issued  by  the  Commission  and  provides 
guidance  to  applicants  for  construction 
permits  in  establishing  principal  design 
criteria  for  other  types  of  nuclear  power 
units: 

***** 

2.  A  new  Appendix  A  is  added  to  read 
as  follows: 

Appendix  A — General  Design  Criteria  for 
Nuclear  Power  Plants 

Table  of  Contents 
introduction 
definitions 

Nuclear  Power  Unit. 

Loss  of  Coolant  Accidents. 

Single  Failure. 

Anticipated  Operational  Occurrences. 

CRITERIA 


[.  Overall  Requirements:  Number 

Quality  Standards  and  Records -  1 

Design  Bases  for  Protection  Against 

Natural  Phenomena _  2 

Fire  Protection _  3 

Environmental  and  Missile  Design 

Bases  _  4 

Sharing  of  Structures,  Systems,  and 
Components _  5 

[I.  Protection  by  Multiple  Fission  Prod¬ 
uct  Barriers: 

Reactor  Design -  10 

Reactor  Inherent  Protection -  11 

Suppression  of  Reactor  Power  Oscilla¬ 
tions  _  12 

Instrumentation  and  Control -  13 

Reactor  Coolant  Pressure  Boundary —  14 

Reactor  Coolant  System  Design -  15 

Containment  Design _  16 

Electrical  Power  Systems _  17 

Inspection  and  Testing  of  Electrical 

Power  Systems -  18 

Control  Room _ c _  19 

III.  Protection  and  Reactivity  Control 

Systems: 

Protection  System  Functions -  20 

Protection  System  Reliability  and  Test¬ 
ability  _  21 

Protection  System  Independence -  22 

Protection  System  Failure  Modes _  23 

Separation  of  Protection  and  Control 

Systems -  24 

Protection  System  Requirements  for 
Reactivity  Control  Malfunctions —  26 

Reactivity  Control  System  Redundancy 

and  Capability _  26 

Combined  Reactivity  Control  Systems 

Capability -  27 

Reactivity  Limits -  28 

Protection  Against  Anticipated  Oper¬ 
ational  Occurrences -  29 

IV.  Fluid  Systems: 

Quality  of  Reactor  Coolant  Pressure 

Boundary  _  30 

Fracture  Prevention  of  Reactor  Cool¬ 
ant  Pressure  Boundary _  31 

Inspection  of  Reactor  C^lant  Pressure 

Boundary  _  32 

Reactor  Coolant  Makeup _  33 

Residual  Heat  Removal _  34 

Emergency  Core  Cooling _  35 

Inspection  of  Emergency  Core  Cooling 

System  _  36 

Testing  of  Emergency  Core  Cooling 
System  _  37 
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N.  Fluid  Systems — Continued  Number 

Containment  Heat  Removal _  38 

Inspection  of  Containment  Heat  Re¬ 
moval  System -  39 

Testing  of  Containment  Heat  Removal 

System  -  40 

Containment  Atmosphere  Cleanup.—  41 

Inspection  of  Containment  Atmos¬ 
phere  Cleanup  Systems - -  42 

Testing  of  Containment  Atmosphere 

Cleanup  Systems -  43 

Cooling  Water -  44 

Inspection  of  Cooling  Water  System..  45 
Testing  of  Cooling  Water  System -  46 

V.  Reactor  Containment: 

Containment  Design  Basis -  60 

Fracture  Prevention  of  Containment 

Pressure  Boundary _  51 

Capability  for  Containment  Leakage 

Rate  Testing -  52 

Provisions  for  Containment  Inspection 

and  Testing - 53 

Systems  Penetrating  Containment _  54 

Reactor  Coolant  Pressure  Boundary 

Penetrating  Containment _  55 

Primary  Containment  Isolation _  56 

Closed  Systems  Isolation  Valves _  57 

VI.  Fuel  and  Radioactivity  Control: 

Control  of  Releases  of  Radioactive  Ma¬ 
terials  to  the  Environment _  60 

Fuel  Storage  and  Handling  and  Radio¬ 
activity  Control _  61 

Prevention  of  Criticality  in  Fuel  Stor¬ 
age  and  Handling _  62 

Monitoring  Fuel  and  Waste  Storage _  63 

Monitoring  Radioactivity  Releases _  64 


INTEODUCTION 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  §  50.34,  an 
application  for  a  construction  permit  must 
include  the  principal  design  criteria  for  a 
proposed  facility.  The  principal  design  cri¬ 
teria  establish  the  necessary  design,  fabrica¬ 
tion,  construction,  testing,  and  performance 
requirements  for  structures,  systems,  and 
components  important  to  safety:  that  is, 
structures,  S3rstems,  and  components  that 
provide  reasonable  assurance  that  the  facility 
can  be  operated  without  undu6  risk  to  the 
health  and  safety  of  the  public. 

These  General  Design  Criteria  establish 
minimum  requirements  for  the  principal 
design  criteria  for  water-cooled  nuclear 
power  plants  similar  in  design  and  location 
to  plants  for  which  construction  permits  have 
been  issued  by  the  Commission.  The  General 
Design  Criteria  are  also  considered  to  be  gen¬ 
erally  applicable  to  other  types  of  nuclear 
power  units  and  are  intended  to  provide 
guidance  in  establishing  the  principal  de¬ 
sign  criteria  for  such  other  units. 

The  development  of  these  General  Design 
Criteria  is  not  yet  complete.  For  example, 
some  of  the  definitions  need  further  ampli¬ 
fication.  Also,  some  of  the  specific  design  re¬ 
quirements  for  structures,  systems,  and  com¬ 
ponents  important  to  safety  have  not  as  yet 
been  suitably  defined.  Their  omission  does 
not  relieve  any  applicant  from  considering 
these  matters  in  the  design  of  a  specific  facili¬ 
ty  and  satisfying  the  necessary  safety  re¬ 
quirements.  These  matters  include; 

(1)  Consideration  of  the  need  to  design 
against  single  failures  of  passive  components 
in  fiuld  systems  important  to  safety.  (See 
Definition  of  Single  Failure.) 

(2)  Consideration  of  redundancy  and  di¬ 
versity  requirements  for  fluid  systems  impor¬ 
tant  to  safety.  A  “system”  could  consist  of 
a  number  of  subsystems  each  of  which  is 
separately  capable  of  performing  the  speci¬ 
fied  system  safety  function.  The  minimum 
acceptable  redundancy  and  diversity  of  sub¬ 
systems  and  components  within  a  subsystem, 
and  the  required  interconnection  and  inde¬ 
pendence  of  the  subsystems  have  not  yet 
been  developed  or  defined.  (See  Criteria  34, 
35,  38, 41,  and  44.) 


(3)  Consideration  of  the  type,  size,  and 
orientation  of  possible  breaks  in  components 
of  the  reactor  coolant  pressiire  botmdary  in 
determining  design  requirements  to  suitably 
protect  against  postulated  loss-of-coolant 
accidents.  ^See  Definition  of  Loss  of  Coolant 
Accidents.) 

(4)  Consideration  of  the  possibility  of  sys¬ 
tematic,  nonrandom,  concurrent  failures  of 
redundant  elements  in  the  design  of  protec¬ 
tion  systems  and  reactivity  control  systems. 
(See  Criteria  22,  24,  26,  and  29.) 

It  is  expected  that  the  criteria  will  be 
augmented  and  changed  from  time  to  time 
as  important  new  requirements  for  these  and 
other  features  are  developed. 

There  will  be  some  water-cooled  nuclear 
power  plants  for  which  the  General  Design 
Criteria  are  not  sufficient  and  for  which 
additional  criteria  must  be  identified  and  sat¬ 
isfied  in  the  interest  of  public  safety.  In  par¬ 
ticular,  it  is  expected  that  additional  or  dif¬ 
ferent  criteria  will  be  needed  to  take  into 
account  unusual  sites  and  environmental 
conditions,  and  for  water-cooled  nuclear 
power  units  of  advanced  design.  Also,  there 
may  be  water-cooled  nuclear  power  units  for 
which  fulfillment  of  some  of  the  General 
Design  Criteria  may  not  be  necessary  or  ap¬ 
propriate.  For  plants  such  as  these,  depar¬ 
tures  from  the  General  Design  Criteria  must 
be  identified  and  Justified. 

DEFINinOKS  AND  EXPLANATIONS 

Nuclear  power  unit.  A  nuclear  power  unit 
means  a  nuclear  power  reactor  and  associ¬ 
ated  equipment  necessary  for  electrical  power 
generation  and  includes  those  structures, 
systems,  and  components  required  to  provide 
reasonable  assurance  the  facility  can  be  oper¬ 
ated  without  undue  risk  to  the  health  and 
safety  of  the  public. 

Loss  of  coolant  accidents.  Loss  of  coolant 
accidents  mean  those  postulated  accidents 
that  result  from  the  loss  of  reactor  coolant 
at  a  rate  in  excess  of  the  capability  of  the 
reactor  coolant  makeup  system  from  breaks 
in  the  reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary,  up 
to  and  including  a  break  equivalent  in  size 
to  the  double-ended  rupture  of  the  largest 
pipe  of  the  reactor  coolant  system.^ 

Single  failure.  A  single  failure  means  an 
occurrence  which  results  in  the  loss  of 
capability  of  a  component  to  perform  its 
intended  safety  functions.  Multiple  failures 
resulting  from  a  single  occurrence  are  con¬ 
sidered  to  be  a  single  failure.  Fluid  and 
electrical  systems  are  considered  to  be  de¬ 
signed  against  an  assumed  single  failure  if 
neither  (1)  a  single  failure  of  any  active 
component  (assuming  passive  components 
function  properly)  nor  (2),  a  single  failure 
of  a  passive  component  (assuming  active 
components  function  properly),  results  in  a 
loss  of  the  capability  of  the  system  to  per¬ 
form  its  safety  functions.’* 

Anticipated  operational  occurrences.  Antic¬ 
ipated  operational  occurrences  mean  those 
conditions  of  normal  operation  which  are 
expected  to  occur  one  or  more  times  during 
the  life  of  the  nuclear  power  unit  and  Include 
but  are  not  limited  to  loss  of  power  to  all 
recirculation  pumps,  tripping  of  the  turbine 
generator  set,  isolation  of  the  main  con¬ 
denser,  and  loss  of  all  offsite  power. 


*  Further  details  relating  to  the  type,  size, 
and  orientation  of  postulated  breaks  in  spe¬ 
cific  components  of  the  reactor  coolant  pres¬ 
sure  boundary  are  under  development. 

“Single  falliues  of  passive  components  in 
electrical  systems  should  be  assumed  in 
designing  against  a  single  failure.  The  con¬ 
ditions  under  which  a  single  failure  of  a 
passive  component  in  a  fluid  system  should 
be  considered  in  designing  the  system  against 
a  single  failure  are  under  development. 


CBITERIA 

I.  Owredl  Requirements 

Criterion  1 — Quality  standards  and  records. 
Structures,  systems,  and  components  im¬ 
portant  to  safety  shall  be  designed,  fabri¬ 
cated,  erected,  and  tested  to  quality  stand¬ 
ards  commensurate  with  the  importance  of 
the  safety  functions  to  be  performed.  Where 
generally  recognized  codes  and  standards  are 
used,  they  shall  be  identified  and  evaluated 
to  determine  their  applicability,  adequacy, 
and  sufficiency  and  shall  be  supplemented  or 
modified  as  necessary  to  assure  a  quality 
product  in  keeping  with  the  required  safety 
function.  A  quality  assurance  program  shall 
be  established  and  implemented  in  order  to 
provide  adequate  assurance  that  these  struc¬ 
tures,  systems,  and  components  will  satis¬ 
factorily  perform  their  safety  functions. 
Appropriate  records  of  the  design,  fabrica¬ 
tion,  erection,  and  testing  of  structures,  sys¬ 
tems,  and  components  important  to  safety 
shall  be  maintained  by  or  under  the  control 
of  the  nuclear  power  unit  licensee  throughout 
the  life  of  the  unit. 

Criterion  2 — Design  bases  for  protection 
against  natural  phenomena.  Structures,  sys¬ 
tems,  and  components  important  to  safety 
shall  be  designed  to  withstand  the  effects  of 
natural  phenomena  such  as  earthquakes, 
tornadoes,  hurricanes,  floods,  tsunami,  and 
seiches  without  loss  of  capability  to  perform 
their  safety  functions.  The  design  bases  for 
these  structures,  systems,  and  components 
shall  reflect:  (l)  Appropriate  consideration 
of  the  most  severe  of  the  natural  phenomena 
that  have  been  historically  reported  for  the 
site  and  surrounding  area,  with  sufficient 
margin  for  the  limited  accuracy,  quantity, 
and  period  of  time  in  which  the  historical 
data  have  been  accumulated,  (2)  appropriate 
combinations  of  the  effects  of  normal  and 
accident  conditions  with  the  effects  of  the 
natural  phenomena  and  (3)  the  Importance 
of  the  safety  functions  to  be  performed. 

Criterion  3 — Fire  protection.  Structures, 
systems,  and  components  important  to  safety 
shall  be  designed  and  located  to  minimize, 
consistent  with  other  safety  requirements, 
the  probability  and  effect  of  fires  and  ex¬ 
plosions.  Noncombuetlble  and  heat  resistant 
materials  shall  be  used  wherever  practical 
throughout  the  unit,  particularly  in  loca¬ 
tions  such  as  the  containment  and  control 
room.  Fire  detection  and  fighting  systems 
of  appropriate  capacity  and  capability  shall 
be  provided  and  designed  to  minimize  the  ad¬ 
verse  effects  of  fires  on  structures,  systems, 
and  components  important  to  safety.  Fire¬ 
fighting  systems  shall  be  designed  to  assure 
that  their  rupture  or  inadvertent  operation 
does  not  significantly  impair  the  safety  capa¬ 
bility  of  these  structures,  systems,  and 
components. 

Criterion  4 — Environmental  and  missile  de¬ 
sign  bases.  Structures,  systems,  and  com¬ 
ponents  important  to  safety  shall  be  designed 
to  accommodate  the  effects  of  and  to  be  com¬ 
patible  with  the  envrionmental  conditions 
associated  with  normal  operation,  mainte¬ 
nance,  testing,  and  postulated  accidents,  in¬ 
cluding  loss-of-coolant  accidents.  These 
structures,  systems,  and  components  shall  be 
appropriately  protected  against  dynamic  ef¬ 
fects,  including  the  effects  of  missiles,  pipe 
whipping,  and  discharging  fluids,  that  may 
result  from  equipment  failures  and  from 
events  and  conditions  outside  the  nuclear 
power  unit. 

Criterion  5 — Sharing  of  structures,  systems, 
and  components.  Structures,  systems,  and 
components  important  to  safety  shall  not  be 
shared  between  nuclear  power  units  unless 
it  is  shown  that  their  ability  to  perform  their 
safety  funotions  is  not  significantly  im¬ 
paired  by  the  sharing. 
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II.  Protection  by  Multiple  Fission  Product 
Barriers 

Criterion  10 — Reactor  design.  The  reactor 
core  and  associated  coolant,  control,  and 
protection  systems  shall  be  designed  with 
appropriate  margin  to  assure  that  specified 
acceptable  fuel  design  limits  are  not  ex¬ 
ceeded  during  any  condition  of  normal  op¬ 
eration,  including  the  effects  of  anticipated 
operational  occmrences. 

Criterion  11 — Reactor  inherent  protection. 
The  reactor  core  and  associated  coolant  sys¬ 
tems  shall  be  designed  so  that  in  the  power 
operating  range  the  net  effect  of  the  prompt 
inherent  nuclear  feedback  characteristics 
tends  to  compensate  for  a  rapid  increase  In 
reactivity. 

Criterion  12 — Suppression  of  reactor  power 
oscillations.  The  reactor  core  and  associated 
coolant,  control,  and  protection  systems  shall 
be  designed  to  assure  that  power  oscillations 
which  can  result  in  conditions  exceeding 
specified  acceptable  fuel  design  limits  are 
not  possible  or  can  be  reliably  and  readily 
detected  and  suppressed. 

Criterion  13 — Instrumentation  and  control. 
Instrumentation  and  control  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  to  monitor  variables  and  systems  over 
their  anticipated  range  for  normal  operation 
and  accident  conditions,  and  to  maintain 
them  within  prescribed  operating  ranges, 
including  those  variables  and  systems  which 
can  affect  the  fission  process,  the  integrity  of 
the  reactor  core,  the  reactor  coolant  pressure 
boundary,  and  the  containment  and  its 
associated  systems. 

Criterion  14 — Reactor  coolant  pressure 
boundary.  The  reactor  coolant  pressure 
boundary  shall  be  designed,  fabricated, 
erected,  and  tested  so  as  to  have  an  extremely 
low  probability  of  abnormal  leakage,  of 
rapidly  propagating  failure,  and  of  gross 
rupture. 

Criterion  15 — Reactor  coolant  system  de¬ 
sign.  The  reactor  coolant  system  and  asso¬ 
ciated  auxiliary,  control,  and  protection  sys¬ 
tems  shall  be  designed  with  sufficient  margin 
to  assure  that  the  design  conditions  of  the 
reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary  are  not 
exceeded  during  any  condition  of  normal 
operation,  including  anticipated  operational 
occurrences. 

Criterion  16 — Containment  design.  Reac¬ 
tor  containment  and  associated  systems  shall 
be  provided  to  establish  an  essentially  leak- 
tight  barrier  against  the  uncontrolled  re¬ 
lease  of  radioactivity  to  the  environment  and 
to  assiu-e  that  the  containment  design  con¬ 
ditions  important  to  safety  are  not  ex¬ 
ceeded  for  as  long  as  postulated  accident 
conditions  require. 

Criterion  17 — Electrical  power  systems.  An 
onsite  electrical  power  system  and  an  offsite 
electrical  power  system  shall  be  provided 
to  permit  functioning  of  structmes,  sys¬ 
tems,  and  components  Important  to  safety. 
The  safety  function  for  each  system  (assum¬ 
ing  the  other  system  is  not  functioning) 
shall  be  to  provide  sufficient  capacity  and 
capability  to  assure  that  (1)  specified  ac¬ 
ceptable  fuel  design  limits  and  design  con¬ 
ditions  of  the  reactor  coolant  pressure  bound¬ 
ary  are  not  exceeded  as  a  result  of  antic¬ 
ipated  operational  occurrences  and  (2)  the 
core  is  cooled  and  containment  integrity  and 
other  vital  functions  are  maintained  in  the 
event  of  postulated  accidents. 

The  onsite  electrical  power  sources,  includ¬ 
ing  the  batteries,  and  the  onsite  electrical 
distribution  system,  shall  have  sufficient  in¬ 
dependence,  redundancy,  and  testability  to 
perform  their  safety  functions  assuming  a 
single  failure. 

Electrical  power  from  the  transmission  net¬ 
work  to  the  switchyard  shall  be  supplied  by 
two  physically  independent  transmission 
lines  (not  necessarily  on  separate  rights  of 
way)  designed  and  located  so  as  to  suitably 


minimize  the  likelihood  of  their  simultaneous 
failure  under  operating  and  postulated  acci¬ 
dent  and  environmental  conditions.  Two 
physically  Independent  circuits  from  the 
switchyard  to  the  onsite  electrical  distribu¬ 
tion  system  shall  be  provided.  Each  of  these 
circuits  shall  be  designed  to  be  available  in 
sufficient  time  following  a  loss  of  all  onsite 
alternating  current  power  sources  and  the 
other  offsite  electrical  power  circuit,  to  assure 
that  specified  acceptable  fuel  design  limits 
and  design  conditions  of  the  reactor  coolant 
pressure  boundary  are  not  exceeded.  One  of 
these  circuits  shall  be  designed  to  be  avail¬ 
able  within  a  few  seconds  following  a  loss- 
of-coolant  accident  to  assure  that  core  cool¬ 
ing,  containment  integrity,  and  other  vital 
safety  functions  are  maintained. 

Provisions  shall  be  included  to  minimize 
the  probability  of  losing  electrical  power 
from  any  of  the  remaining  sources  as  a  result 
of,  or  coincident  with,  the  loss  of  power  gen¬ 
erated  by  the  nuclear  power  unit,  the  loss  of 
power  from  the  transmission  network,  or  the 
loss  of  power  from  the  onsite  electrical  power 
sources. 

Criterion  18 — Inspection  and  testing  of 
electrical  power  systems.  Electrical  power  sys¬ 
tems  important  to  safety  shall  be  designed 
to  permit  periodic  inspection  and  testing  of 
Important  areas  and  features,  such  as  wiring, 
insulation,  connections,  and  switchboards, 
to  assess  the  continuity  of  the  systems  and 
the  condition  of  their  components.  The  sys¬ 
tems  shall  be  designed  with  a  capability  to 
test  periodically  (1)  the  operability  and 
functional  performance  of  the  components 
of  the  systems,  such  as  onsite  power  sources, 
relays,  switches,  and  buses,  and  (2)  the  op¬ 
erability  of  the  systems  as  a  whole  and,  under 
conditions  as  close  to  design  as  practical,  the 
full  operation  sequence  that  brings  the  sys¬ 
tems  into  operation,  including  operation  of 
applicable  portions  of  the  protection  system, 
and  the  transfer  of  power  among  the  nuclear 
power  unit,  the  offsite  power  system,  and  the 
onsite  power  system. 

Criterion  19 — Control  room.  A  control  room 
shall  be  provided  from  which  actions  can  be 
taken  to  operate  the  nuclear  power  unit 
safely  under  normal  conditions  and  to  main¬ 
tain  it  in  a  safe  condition  under  accident 
conditions,  including  loss-of-coolant  acci¬ 
dents.  Adequate  radiation  protection  shall  be 
provided  to  permit  access  and  occupancy  of 
the  control  room  under  accident  conditions 
without  personnel  receiving  radiation  ex¬ 
posures  in  excess  of  5  rem  whole  body,  or 
its  equivalent  to  any  part  of  the  body,  for 
the  duration  of  the  accident. 

Equipment  at  appropriate  locations  out¬ 
side  the  control  room  shall  be  provided  (1) 
with  a  design  capability  for  prompt  hot  shut¬ 
down  of  the  reactor.  Including  necessary 
instrumentation  and  controls  to  maintain 
the  unit  in  a  safe  condition  during  hot  shut¬ 
down,  and  (2)  with  a  potential  capability 
for  subsequent  cold  shutdown  of  the  reactor 
through  the  use  of  suitable  procedures. 

III.  Protection  and  Reactivity  Control 
Systems 

Criterion  20 — Protection  system  functions. 
The  protection  system  shall  be  designed  (1) 
to  initiate  automatically  the  operation  of 
appropriate  systems  including  the  reactivity 
control  systems,  to  assure  that  specified  ac¬ 
ceptable  fuel  design  limits  are  not  exceeded 
as  a  result  of  anticipated  operational  oc¬ 
currences  and  (2)  to  sense  accident  condi¬ 
tions  and  to  initiate  the  operation  of  systems 
and  components  important  to  safety. 

Criterion  21 — Protection  system  reliability 
and  testability.  The  protection  system  shall 
be  designed  for  high  functional  reliability 
and  inservlce  testability  commensurate  with 
the  safety  functions  to  be  performed.  Re¬ 
dundancy  and  independence  designed  into 
the  protection  system  shall  be  sufficient  to 


assure  that  (1)  no  single  failure  results  In 
loss  of  the  protection  function  and  (2)  re¬ 
moval  from  service  of  any  component  or 
channel  does  not  result  in  loss  of  the  re¬ 
quired  minimum  redundancy  unless  the  ac¬ 
ceptable  reliability  of  operation  of  the 
protection  system  can  be  otherwise  demon¬ 
strated.  The  protection  system  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  permit  periodic  testing  of  its  func¬ 
tioning  when  the  reactor  is  in  operation, 
including  a  capability  to  test  channels  in¬ 
dependently  to  determine  failures  and  losses 
of  redundancy  that  may  have  occurred. 

Criterion  22 — Protection  system  independ¬ 
ence.  The  protection  system  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  assure  that  the  effects  of  natural 
phenomena,  and  of  normal  operating,  main¬ 
tenance,  testing,  and  postulated  accident 
conditions  on  redundant  channels  do  not 
result  in  loss  of  the  protection  function,  or 
shall  be  demonstrated  to  be  acceptable  on 
some  other  defined  basis.  Design  techniques, 
such  as  functional  diversity  or  diversity  in 
component  design  and  principles  of  opera¬ 
tion,  shall  be  used  to  the  extent  practical  to 
prevent  loss  of  the  protection  function. 

Criterion  23 — Protection  system  failure 
modes.  The  protection  system  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  fall  into  a  safe  state  or  into  a  state 
demonstrated  to  be  acceptable  on  some  other 
defined  basis  if  conditions  such  as  discon¬ 
nection  of  the  system,  loss  of  energy  (e.g., 
electric  power,  instrument  air) ,  or  postulated 
adverse  environments  (e.g.,  extreme  heat  or 
cold,  fire,  pressure,  steam,  water,  and  radia¬ 
tion)  are  experienced. 

Criterion  24 — Separation  of  protection  and 
■control  systems.  The  protection  system  shall 
be  separated  from  control  systems  to  the  ex¬ 
tent  that  failure  of  any  single  control  system 
component  or  channel,  or  failure  or  removal 
from  service  of  any  single  protection  system 
component  or  channel  which  is  common  to 
the  control  and  protection  systems  leaves  in¬ 
tact  a  system  satisfying  all  reliability,  re¬ 
dundancy,  and  Independence  requirements 
of  the  protection  system.  Interconnection  of 
the  protection  and  control  systems  shall  be 
limited  so  as  to  assure  that  safety  is  not  sig¬ 
nificantly  impaired. 

Criterion  25 — Protection  system  require¬ 
ments  for  reactivity  control  malfunctions. 
The  protection  system  shall  be  designed  to 
assure  that  specified  acceptable  fuel  design 
limits  are  not  exceeded  for  any  single  mal¬ 
function  of  the  reactivity  control  systems, 
such  as  accidental  withdrawal  (not  ejection 
or  dropout)  of  control  rods  or  unplanned 
dilution  of  soluble  poison. 

Criterion  26 — Reactivity  control  system  re¬ 
dundancy  and  capability.  Two  independent 
reactivity  control  systems  of  different  design 
principles  and  preferably  including  a  positive 
mechanical  means  for  inserting  control  rods, 
shall  be  provided.  Each  system  shall  have  the 
capability  to  control  the  rate  of  reactivity 
changes  resulting  from  planned,  normal 
power  changes  (including  xenon  burnout)  to 
assure  acceptable  fuel  design  limits  are  not 
exceeded.  One  of  the  systems  shall  be  capa¬ 
ble  of  reliably  controlling  reactivity  changes 
to  assure  that  under  conditions  of  normal 
operations,  including  anticipated  operational 
occurrences,  and  with  appropriate  margin 
for  malfunctions  such  as  stuck  rods,  speci¬ 
fied  acceptable  fuel  design  limits  are  not  ex¬ 
ceeded.  One  of  the  systems  shall  be  capable 
of  holding  the  reactor  core  subcritical  under 
cold  conditions. 

Criterion  27 — Combined  reactivity  control 
systems  capability.  The  reactivity  control 
systems  shall  be  designed  to  have  a  combined 
capability,  in  conjunction  with  i)oison  addi¬ 
tion  by  the  emergency  core  cooling  system, 
of  reliably  controlling  reactivity  changes  to 
assure  that  under  postulated  accident  con¬ 
ditions  and  with  appropriate  margin  for 
stuck  rods  the  capability  to  cool  the  core  is 
maintained. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  36,  NO.  35 — SATURDAY,  FEBRUARY  20,  1971 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


3259 


Criterion  28 — Reactivity  limits.  The  re¬ 
activity  control  systems  shall  be  designed 
with  appropriate  limits  on  the  potential 
amount  and  rate  of  reactivity  Increase  to  as¬ 
sure  that  the  effects  of  postulated  reactivity 
accidents  can  neither  (1)  result  in  damage  to 
the  reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary  greater 
than  limited  local  yielding  nor  (2)  suffi¬ 
ciently  disturb  the  core,  its  support  struc¬ 
tures  or  other  reactor  pressure  vessel  inter¬ 
nals  to  impair  significantly  the  capability  to 
cool  the  core.  These  postulated  reactivity 
accidents  shall  include  consideration  of  rod 
ejection  (unless  prevented  by  positive 
means),  rod  dropout,  steam  line  rupture, 
changes  in  reactor  coolant  temperature  and 
pressure,  and  cold  water  addition. 

Criterion  29 — Protection  against  antici¬ 
pated  operational  occurrences.  The  protec¬ 
tion  and  reactivity  control  systems  shall  be 
designed  to  assure  an  extremely  high  prob¬ 
ability  of  accomplishing  their  safety  fun<?- 
tions  in  the  event  of  anticipated  operational 
occurrences. 

IV.  Fluid  Systems 

Criterion  30 — Quality  of  reactor  coolant 
pressure  boundary.  Components  which  are 
part  of  the  reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary 
shall  be  designed,  fabricated,  erected,'  and 
tested  to  the  highest  quality  standards  prac¬ 
tical.  Means  shall  be  provided  for  detecting 
and,  to  the  extent  practical,  identifying  the 
location  of  the  source  of  reactor  coolant 
leakage. 

Criterion  31 — Fracture  prevention  of  re¬ 
actor  coolant  pressure  boundary.  The  reactor 
coolant  pressure  boundary  shall  be  designed 
with  sufficient  margin  to  assure  that  when 
stressed  under  operating,  maintenance,  test¬ 
ing,  and  postulated  accident  conditions  (1) 
the  boundary  behaves  in  a  nonbrlttle  manner 
and  (2)  the  probability  of  rapidly  propa¬ 
gating  fracture  is  minimized.  The  design 
shall  reflect  consideration  of  service  tempera¬ 
tures  and  other  conditions  of  the  boundary 
material  under  operating,  maintenance,  test¬ 
ing,  and  postulated  accident  conditions  and 
the  uncertainties  in  determining  (1)  mate¬ 
rial  properties,  (2)  the  effects  of  irradiation 
on  material  properties,  (3)  residual,  steady- 
state  and  transient  stresses,  and  (4)  size  of 
flaws. 

Criterion  32 — Inspection  of  reactor  coolant 
pressure  boundary.  Components  which  are 
part  of  the  reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary 
shall  be  designed  to  permit  (1)  periodic  in¬ 
spection  and  testing  of  important  areas  and 
features  to  assess  their  structural  and  leak- 
tight  integrity,  and  (2)  an  appropriate  mate¬ 
rial  surveillance  program  for  the  reactor 
pressure  vessel. 

Criterion  33 — Reactor  coolant  makeup.  A 
system  to  supply  reactor  coolant  makeup  for 
protection  against  small  breaks  in  the  re¬ 
actor  coolant  pressure  boundary  shall  be 
provided.  The  system  safety  function  shall 
be  to  assure  that  specified  acceptable  fuel 
design  limits  are  not  exceeded  as  a  result  of 
reactor  coolant  loss  due  to  leakage  from  the 
reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary  and  rup¬ 
ture  of  small  piping  or  other  small  compo¬ 
nents  which  are  part  of  the  boundary.  The 
system  shall  be  designed  to  assure  that  for 
onsite  electrical  power  system  operation 
(assuming  offsite  power  is  not  available)  and 
for  offsite  electrical  power  system  operation 
(assuming  onsite  power  is  not  available)  the 
system  safety  function  can  be  accomplished 
using  the  piping,  pumps,  and  valves  used  to 
maintain  coolant  inventory  during  normal 
reactor  operation. 

Criterion  34 — Residual  heat  removal.  A  sys¬ 
tem  to  remove  residual  heat  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided.  The  system  safety  function  shall  be 
to  transfer  fission  product  decay  heat  and 
other  residual  heat  from  the  reactor  core  at 
a  rate  such  that  specified  acceptable  fuel 
design  limits  and  the  design  conditions  of 


the  reactor  coolant  pressure  boundary  are 
not  exceeded. 

Suitable  redundancy  in  components  and 
features,  and  suitable  Interconnections,  leak 
detection,  and  Isolation  capabilities  shall  be 
provided  to  assure  that  for  onsite  electrical 
power  system  operation  (assuming  offsite 
power  is  not  available)  and  for  offsite  elec¬ 
trical  power  system  operation  (assuming  on¬ 
site  power  is  not  available)  the  system  safety 
function  can  be  accomplished,  assuming  a 
single  failure. 

Criterion  35 — Emergency  core  cooling.  A 
system  to  provide  abundant  emergency 
core  cooling  shall  be  provided.  The  system 
safety  function  shall  be  to  transfer  heat 
from  the  reactor  core  following  any  loss  of 
coolant  accident  at  a  rate  such  that  ( 1 )  fuel 
and  clad  damage  that  could  interfere  with 
continued  effective  core  cooling  is  prevented 
and  (2)  clad  metal-water  reaction  is  limited 
to  negligible  amounts. 

Suitable  redundancy  in  components  and 
features,  and  suitable  Interconnections,  leak 
detection,  isolation,  and  containment  capa¬ 
bilities  shall  be  provided  to  assure  that  for 
onsite  electrical  power  system  operation  (as¬ 
suming  offsite  power  is  not  available)  and 
for  offsite  electrical  power  system  operation 
(assuming  onsite  power  is  not  available)  the 
system  safety  function  can  be  accomplished, 
assuming  a  single  failure. 

Criterion  36 — Inspection  of  emergency 
core  cooling  system.  The  emergency  core 
cooling  system  shall  be  designed  to  permit 
periodic  inspection  of  Important  compo¬ 
nents,  such  as  spray  rings  in  the  reactor 
pressure  vessel,  water  injection  nozzles,  and 
piping,  to  assure  the  integrity  and  capability 
of  the  system. 

Criterion  37 — Testing  of  emergency  core 
cooling  system.  The  emergency  core  cooling 
system  shall  be  designed  to  permit  appro¬ 
priate  periodic  pressure  and  functional  test¬ 
ing  to  assure  (1)  the  structural  and  leak- 
tight  integrity  of  its  components,  (2)  the 
operability  and  performance  of  the  active 
components  of  the  system,  and  (3)  the  oper¬ 
ability  of  the  system  as  a  whole  and,  under 
conditions  as  close  to  design  as  practical,  the 
performance  of  the  full  operational  sequence 
that  brings  the  system  into  operation,  in¬ 
cluding  operation  of  applicable  portions  of 
the  protection  system,  the  transfer  between 
normal  and  emergency  power  sources,  and 
the  operation  of  the  associated  cooling  water 
system. 

Criterion  38 — Containment  heat  removal. 
A  system  to  remove  heat  from  the  reactor 
containment  shall  be  provided.  The  system 
safety  function  shall  be  to  reduce  rapidly, 
consistent  with  the  functioning  of  other 
associated  systems,  the  containment  pres- 
siue  and  temperature  following  any  loss-of- 
coolant  accident  and  maintain  them  at 
acceptably  low  levels. 

Suitable  redundancy  in  components  and 
features,  and  suitable  interconnections,  leak 
detection,  isolation,  and  containment  capa¬ 
bilities  shall  be  provided  to  assiue  that  for 
onsite  electrical  power  system  operation  (as¬ 
suming  offsite  power  is  not  available)  and 
for  offsite  electrical  power  system  operation 
(assuming  onsite  power  is  not  available)  the 
system  safety  function  can  be  accomplished, 
assuming  a  single  failure. 

Criterion  39 — Inspection  of  containment 
heat  removal  system.  The  containment  heat 
removal  system  shall  be  designed  to  permit 
periodic  Inspection  of  important  components, 
such  as  the  torus,  sumps,  spray  nozzles,  and 
piping  to  assure  the  inte^ity  and  capability 
of  the  system. 

Criterion  40 — Testing  of  containment  heat 
removal  system.  The  containment  heat  re¬ 
moval  system  shall  be  designed  to  permit 
appropriate  periodic  pressure  and  functional 
testing  to  assure  (1)  the  structural  and 
leaktlght  integrity  of  its  components,  (2) 


the  operability  and  performance  of  the  active 
components  of  the  system,  and  (3)  the  oper¬ 
ability  of  the  system  as  a  whole,  and,  under 
conditions  as  close  to  the  design  as  practical, 
the  performance  of  the  full  operational  se¬ 
quence  that  brings  the  system  into  opera¬ 
tion,  including  operation  of  applicable  por¬ 
tions  of  the  protection  system,  the  transfer 
between  normal  and  emergency  power 
sources,  and  the  operation  of  the  associated 
cooling  water  system. 

Criterion  41 — Containment  atmosphere 
cleanup.  Systems  to  control  fission  products, 
hydrogen,  oxygen,  and  other  substances 
which  may  be  released  into  the  reactor  con¬ 
tainment  shall  be  provided  as  necessary  to 
reduce,  consistent  with  the  functioning  of 
other  associated  systems,  the  concentration 
and  quality  of  fission  products  released  to 
the  environment  following  postulated  acci¬ 
dents,  and  to  control  the  concentration  of 
hydrogen  or  oxygen  and  other  substances  in 
the  containment  atmosphere  following  ix>s- 
tulated  accidents  to  assure  that  containment 
integrity  is  maintained. 

Each  system  shall  have  suitable  redun¬ 
dancy  in  components  and  features,  and  suit¬ 
able  interconnections,  leak  detection,  isola¬ 
tion,  and  containment  capabilities  to  assure 
that  for  onsite  electrical  power  system  oper¬ 
ation  (assuming  offsite  power  is  not  avail¬ 
able)  and  for  offsite  electrical  power  system 
operation  (assuming  onsite  power  is  not 
available)  its  safety  function  can  be  accom¬ 
plished,  assuming  a  single  failure. 

Criterion  42 — Inspection  of  containment 
atmosphere  cleanup  syjstems.  The  contain¬ 
ment  atmosphere  cleanup  systems  shall  be 
designed  to  permit  periodic  inspection  of  im¬ 
portant  components,  such  as  filter  frames, 
ducts,  and  piping  to  assure  the  Integrity  and 
capability  of  the  systems. 

Criterion  43 — Testing  of  containment  at¬ 
mosphere  cleanup  systems.  The  containment 
atmosphere  cleanup  systems  shall  be  designed 
to  permit  appropriate  periodic  pressure  and 
functional  testing  to  assure  (1)  the  struc¬ 
tural  and  leaktlght  integrity  of  its  compo¬ 
nents,  (2)  the  operability  and  performance 
of  the  active  components  of  the  systems  such 
as  fane,  filters,  dampers,  pumps,  and  valves 
and  (3)  the  operability  of  the  systems  as  a 
whole  and,  under  conditions  as  close  to  de¬ 
sign  as  practical,  the  performance  of  the  full 
operational  sequence  that  brings  the  sys¬ 
tems  into  operation.  Including  operation  of 
applicable  portions  of  the  protection  sys¬ 
tem,  the  transfer  between  normal  and  emer¬ 
gency  power  sources,  and  the  operation  of 
associated  systems. 

Criterion  44 — Cooling  water.  A  system  to 
transfer  heat  from  structures,  systems,  and 
components  important  to  safety,  to  an  ulti¬ 
mate  heat  sink  shall  be  provided.  The  system 
safety  function  shall  be  to  transfer  the  com¬ 
bined  heat  load  of  these  structures,  systems, 
and  components  under  normal  operating  and 
accident  conditions. 

Suitable  redundancy  in  components  and 
features,  and  suitable  interconnections,  leak 
detection,  and  isolation  capabilities  shall 
be  provided  to  assure  that  for  onsite  electri¬ 
cal  power  system  operation  (assuming  off¬ 
site  power  is  not  available)  and  for  offsite 
electrical  power  system  operation  (assuming 
onsite  power  is  not  available)  the  system 
safety  function  can  be  accomplished,  as¬ 
suming  a  single  failure. 

Criterion  45 — Inspection  of  cooling  water 
system.  The  cooling  water  system  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  permit  periodic  inspection  of  im¬ 
portant  components,  such  as  heat  exchangers 
and  piping,  to  assure  the  Integrity  and  ca¬ 
pability  of  the  system. 

Criterion  46 — Testing  of  cooling  water  sys¬ 
tem.  The  cooling  water  system  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  to  permit  appropriate  periodic  pres¬ 
sure  and  functional  testing  to  assure  ( 1 )  the 
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structural  and  leaktlght  integrity  ol  its  com¬ 
ponents,  (2)  the  operability  and  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  active  components  of  the  system, 
and  (3)  the  operability  of  the  system  as  a 
whole  and.  under  conditions  as  close  to  de¬ 
sign  as  practical,  the  performance  of  the  full 
operational  sequence  that  brings  the  system 
into  operation  for  reactor  shutdown  and  for 
loss-of-coolant  accidents.  Including  opera¬ 
tion  of  applicable  portions  of  the  protection 
system  and  the  transfer  between  normal  and 
emergency  power  sources. 

V.  Reactor  Containment 

Criterion  50 — Containment  design  basis. 
The  reactor  containment  structure.  Includ¬ 
ing  access  op)enlngs,  penetrations,  and  the 
containment  heat  removal  system  shall  be 
designed  so  that  the  containment  structure 
and  its  internal  compartments  can  accom¬ 
modate,  without  exceeding  the  design  leak¬ 
age  rate  and,  with  sufficient  margin,  the 
calculated  pressure  and  temperature  condi¬ 
tions  resulting  from  any  loss-of-coolant  ac¬ 
cident.  This  margin  shall  reflect  considera¬ 
tion  of  (1)  the  effects  of  potential  energy 
sources  which  have  not  been  Included  in  the 
determination  of  the  peak  conditions,  such 
as  energy  In  steam  generators  and  energy 
from  metal-water  and  other  chemical  reac¬ 
tions  that  may  result  from  degraded  emer¬ 
gency  core  cooling  functioning,  (2)  the  lim¬ 
ited  experience  and  experimental  data  avail¬ 
able  for  defining  accident  phenomena  and 
containment  responses,  and  (3)  the  con¬ 
servatism  of  the  calculational  model  and 
input  parameters. 

Criterion  51 — Fracture  prevention  of  con¬ 
tainment  pressure  boundary.  The  reactor 
containment  boundary  shall  be  designed  with 
sufficient  margin  to  assure  that  under  oper¬ 
ating,  maintenance,  testing,  and  postulated 
accident  conditions  (1)  its  ferritic  materials 
behave  in  a  nonbrittle  manner  and  (2)  the 
probability  of  rapidly  propagating  fracture 
is  minimized.  The  design  shall  reflect  con¬ 
sideration  of  service  temperatures  and  other 
conditions  of  the  containment  boundary  ma¬ 
terial  during  operation,  maintenance,  test¬ 
ing,  and  postulated  accident  conditions,  and 
the  uncertainties  in  determining  (1)  mate¬ 
rial  properties,  (2)  residual,  steady-state,  and 
transient  stresses,  and  (3)  size  of  flaws. 

Criterion  52 — Capability  for  containment 
leakage  rate  testing.  The  reactor  containment 
and  other  equipment  which  may  be  subjected 
to  containment  test  conditions  shall  be  de¬ 
signed  so  that  periodic  Integrated  leakage 
rate  testing  can  be  conducted  at  contain¬ 
ment  design  pressure. 

Criterion  53 — Provisions  for  containment 
testing  and.  inspection.  The  reactor  contain¬ 
ment  shall  be  designed  to  permit  (1)  Inspec¬ 
tion  of  all  important  areas,  such  as  penetra¬ 
tions,  (2)  an  appropriate  surveillance  pro¬ 
gram,  and  (3)  periodic  testing  at  contain¬ 
ment  design  pressure  of  the  leaktightness  of 
penetrations  which  have  resilient  seals  and 
expansion  bellows. 

Criterion  54 — Piping  systems  penetrating 
containment.  Piping  systems  penetrating 
primary  reactor  containment  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  leak  detection,  isolation,  and  con¬ 
tainment  capabilities  having  redundancy,  re¬ 
liability,  and  performance  capabilities  which 
reflect  the  Importance  to  safety  of  isolating 
these  piping  systems.  Such  piping  systems 
shall  be  designed  with  a  capability  to  test 
periodically  the  operability  of  the  Isolation 
valves  and  associated  apparatus  and  to  deter¬ 
mine  if  valve  leakage  is  within  acceptable 
limits. 

Criterion  55 — Reactor  coolant  pressure 
boundary  penetrating  containment.  Each 
line  that  is  part  of  the  reactor  coolant  pres¬ 
sure  boundary  and  that  penetrates  primary 
reactor  containment  shall  be  provided  with 
containment  Isolation  valves  as  follows,  un¬ 
less  it  can  be  demonstrated  that  the  con¬ 


tainment  isolation  provisions  for  a  speciflc 
class  of  lines,  such  as  Instrument  lines,  are 
acceptable  on  some  other  defined  basis: 

(1)  One  locked  closed  isolation  valve  In¬ 
side  and  one  locked  closed  isolation  valve 
outside  containment:  or 

(2)  One  automatic  isolation  valve  Inside 
and  one  locked  closed  isolation  valve  outside 
containment;  or 

(3)  One  locked  closed  isolation  valve  in¬ 
side  and  one  automatic  isolation  valve  out¬ 
side  containment.  A  simple  check  valve  may 
not  be  used  as  the  automatic  isolation  valve 
outside  containment:  or 

(4)  One  automatic  isolation  valve  inside 
and  one  automatic  isolation  valve  outside 
containment.  A  simple  check  valve  may  not 
be  used  as  the  automatic  isolation  valve  out¬ 
side  containment. 

Isolation  valves  outside  containment  shall  be 
located  as  close  to  containment  as  practical 
and  upon  loss  of  actuating  power,  automatic 
isolation  valves  shall  be  designed  to  take  the 
position  that  provides  greater  safety. 

Other  appropriate  requirements  to  mini¬ 
mize  the  probability  or  consequences  of  an 
accidental  rupture  of  these  lines  or  of  lines 
connected  to  them  shall  be  provided  as 
necessary  to  assure  adequate  safety.  Deter¬ 
mination  of  the  appropriateness  of  these 
requirements,  such  as  higher  quality  in 
design,  fabrication,  and  testing,  additional 
provisions  for  inservice  Inspection,  protec¬ 
tion  against  more  severe  natural  phenomena, 
and  additional  isolation  valves  and  contain¬ 
ment,  shall  Include  consideration  of  the  pop¬ 
ulation  density,  use  characteristics,  and 
physical  characteristics  ol  the  site  environs. 

Criterion  56 — Primary  containment  isola¬ 
tion.  Each  line  that  connects  directly  to  the 
containment  atmosphere  and  penetrates 
primary  reactor  containment  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  containment  isolation  valves  as 
follows,  unless  it  can  be  demonstrated  that 
the  containment  isolation  provisions  for  a 
sp>ecific  class  of  lines,  such  as  instrument 
lines,  are  acceptable  on  some  other  defined 
basis; 

(1)  One  locked  closed  isolation  valve  in¬ 
side  and  one  locked  closed  Isolation  valve 
outside  containment;  or 

(2)  One  automatic  Isolation  valve  inside 
and  one  locked  closed  isolation  valve  out¬ 
side  containment;  or 

(3)  One  locked  closed  isolation  valve  in¬ 
side  and  one  automatic  Isolation  valve  out¬ 
side  containment.  A  simple  check  valve  may 
not  be  used  as  the  automatic  Isolation  valve 
outside  containment;  or 

(4)  One  automatic  Isolation  valve  inside 
and  one  automatic  Isolation  valve  outside 
containment.  A  simple  check  valve  may  not 
be  used  as  the  automatic  isolation  valve  out¬ 
side  containment. 

Isolation  valves  outside  containment  shall 
be  located  as  close  to  the  containment  as 
practical  and  upon  loss  of  actuating  power, 
automatic  isolation  valves  shall  be  designed 
to  take  the  position  that  provides  greater 
safety. 

Criterion  57 — Closed  system  isolation 
valves.  Each  line  that  penetrates  primary  re¬ 
actor  containment  and  is  neither  part  of  the 
reactor  coolant  pressiue  boundary  nor  con¬ 
nected  directly  to  the  containment  atmos¬ 
phere  shall  havd  at  least  one  containment 
isolation  valve  which  shall  be  either  auto¬ 
matic,  or  locked  closed,  or  capable  of  remote 
manual  operation.  This  valve  shall  be  out¬ 
side  containment  and  located  as  close  to  the 
containment  as  practical.  A  simple  check 
valve  may  not  be  used  as  the  autontatic 
isolation  valve. 

VI.  Fuel  and  Radioactivity  Control 

Criterion  60 — Control  of  releases  of  radio¬ 
active  materials  to  the  environment.  The  nu¬ 
clear  power  unit  design  shall  Include  means 


to  control  suitably  the  release  of  radioactive 
materials  In  gaseous  and  liquid  effluents 
and  to  handle  radioactive  solid  wastes  pro¬ 
duced  during  normal  reactor  operation,  in¬ 
cluding  anticipated  operational  occurrences. 
Suffleient  holdup  capacity  shall  be  provided 
for  retention  of  gaseous  and  liquid  effluents 
containing  radioactive  materials,  particu¬ 
larly  where  unfavorable  site  environmental 
conditions  can  be  expected  to  impose  un¬ 
usual  operational  limitations  upon  the  re¬ 
lease  of  such  effluents  to  the  environment. 

Criterion  61 — Fuel  storage  and  handling 
and  radioactivity  control.  The  fuel  storage 
and  handling,  radioactive  waste,  and  other 
systems  which  may  contain  radioactivity 
shall  be  designed  to  assure  adequate  safety 
under  normal  and  postulated  accident  con¬ 
ditions.  These  systems  shall  be  designed  (1) 
with  a  capability  to  permit  inspection  and 
testing  of  components  important  to  safety, 

(2)  with  suitable  shielding  for  radiation 
protection,  (3)  with  appropriate  contain¬ 
ment,  confinement,  and  filtering  systems, 

(4)  with  a  residual  heat  removal  capability 
having  reliability  and  testability  that  re¬ 
flects  the  Importance  to  safety  of  decay  heat 
and  other  residual  heat  removal,  and  (5) 
to  prevent  significant  reduction  in  fuel 
storage  coolant  inventory  under  accident 
conditions. 

Criterion  62 — Prevention  of  criticality  in 
fuel  storage  and  handling.  Criticality  in  the 
fuel  storage  and  handling  system  shall  be 
prevented  by  physical  systems  or  processes, 
preferably  by  use  of  geometrically  safe 
configurations. 

Criterion  63 — Monitoring  fuel  and  waste 
storage.  Appropriate  systems  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  in  fuel  storage  and  radioactive  waste 
systems  and  associated  handling  areas  (1) 
to  detect  conditions  that  may  result  in  loss 
of  residual  heat  removal  capability  and  ex¬ 
cessive  radiation  levels  and  (2)  to  Initiate 
appropriate  safety  actions. 

Criterion  64 — Monitoring  radioactivity  re¬ 
leases.  Means  shall  be  provided  for  monitor¬ 
ing  the  reactor  containment  atmosphere, 
spaces  containing  components  for  recircula¬ 
tion  of  loss-of-coolant  accident  fluids,  efflu¬ 
ent  discharge  paths,  and  the  plant  environs 
for  radioactivity  that  may  be  released  from 
normal  operations,  including  anticipated 
operational  occurrences,  and  from  postulated 
accidents. 

(Secs.  161,  182,  68  Stat.  948,  953;  42  U.S.C. 
2201,2232) 

Dated  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  10th 
day  of  February  1971. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

W.  B.  McCool, 

Secretary  of  the  Commission. 

[FR  Doc.71-2370  Piled  2-19-71:8:48  am] 

Title  14— AERONAUTICS  AND 
SPACE 

Chapter  I — Federal  Aviation  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Department  of  Transportation 

[Docket  No.  71-EA-13:  Arndt.  39-11551 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

American  Aviation  Corp. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration  is 
amending  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Regulations  so  as  to  issue 
an  airworthiness  directive  applicable  to 
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American  Aviation  AA-1  type  airplanes,  tion  and  replacement  of  the  rods  at  cer-  tual  replacement  within  a  specified  time 


There  have  been  reports  of  failures  on 
the  nose  gear  strut  whereby  the  nose 
wheel  and  fork  assembly  separated 
from  the  strut  assembly.  As  a  result, 
an  airworthiness  directive  is  being 
issued  which  requires  an  inspection,  test 
and  replacement  where  necessary  of  the 
nose  gear  strut.  Since  it  was  found  that 
immediate  correction  action  was  neces¬ 
sary,  notice  and  public  procedure  were 
impractical  and  all  known  United  States 
owners  were  notified  by  air  mail  dispatch 
under  date  of  January  12,  1971, 

The  conditions  of  necessity  still  exist 
and,  therefore,  notice  and  public  proce¬ 
dure  hereon  are  impractical  and  the 
amendment  may  be  made  effective  in  less 
than  30  days. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator,  14  CFR  11.89 
(31  F.R.  13697),  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  airworthi¬ 
ness  directive: 

American  Aviation  Corp.  Applies  to  Ameri¬ 
can  Aviation  Corp.,  Model  AA-1,  certifi¬ 
cated  in  all  categories  S/N  AAl-0001 
through  AAl-0432. 

(a)  Within  the  next  10  hours  in  service 
after  the  effective  date  of  this  AD  unless 
already  accomplished,  inspect  and  test  the 
nose  gear  strut  in  accordance  with  the  pro¬ 
cedures  of  American  Aviation  Service  Bul¬ 
letin  No.  121A  dated  January  8,  1971,  or  with 
an  equivalent  method. 

(b)  Replace  defective  parts  prior  to  fur¬ 
ther  flight  with  a  part  received  from  the 
manufacturer  after  June  1, 1970,  or  inspected 
and  tested  in  accordance  with  this  directive. 

(c)  Equivalent  methods  and  parts  must  be 
approved  by  the  Chief,  Engineering  and  Man¬ 
ufacturing  Branch,  FAA  Eastern  Region. 

This  airworthiness  directive  is  effec¬ 
tive  February  25,  1971,  and  was  effec¬ 
tive  as  to  all  recipients  of  the  letter 
dated  January  12,  1971,  which  contained 
this  airworthiness  directive. 

(Sec.  313(a),  601,  603,  Federal  Aviation  Act 
of  1958,  49  U.S.C.  1354(a),  1421,  1423;  sec. 
6(c),  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  49 
U.S.C.  1655(c)) 


tain  time  limits. 

Since  a  situation  exists  which  requires 
expeditious  adoption  of  this  regulation, 
it  is  foimd  that  notice  and  public  pro¬ 
cedure  heteon  are  impractical  and  the 
amendment  may  be  made  effective  in  less 
than  30  days. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator,  14  CFR  11.89 
(31  F.R.  13697),  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  Airworthi¬ 
ness  Directive: 

Canadair  Aircraft.  Applies  to  all  CL-215- 
lAlO  airplanes  certificated  in  all  cate¬ 
gories. 

Compliance  required  as  Indicated. 

To  prevent  hazards  in  flight  associated 
with  fatigue  failure  of  water  door  tension 
rod,  P/N  215-26058-12,  accomplish  either  (a) 
or  (b) : 

(a)  Before  further  flight,  replace  water 
door  tension  rods,  P/N  215-26058-12,  which 
have  accumulated  a  maximum  of  700  water 
drops  and  at  each  700  water  drops  thereafter, 
with  unused  parts  of  the  same  part  number 
or  with  equivalent  unused  parts  approved 
by,  the  Chief,  Engineering  and  Manufactur¬ 
ing  Branch,  FAA  Eastern  Region.  For  the 
purpose  of  this  airworthiness  directive,  a 
water  drop  is  defined  as  the  operation  of  the 
water  door  mechanism  with  the  tanks  fully 
or  partially  filled,  and  does  not  include  opera¬ 
tions  performed  for  checking  the  mechanism 
with  the  water  tanks  empty. 

(b)  Before  further  flight,  replace  water 
door  tension  rods,  P/N  215-26058-12,  which 
have  accumulated  a  maximum  of  700  water 
drops,  with  water  door  tension  rods  P/N  215- 
26105-3  or  with  equivalent  new  parts  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief,  Engineering  and  Manu¬ 
facturing  Branch,  FAA  Eastern  Region. 

(c)  The  replacement  schedule  specified  in 
(a)  may  be  decreased  by  the  Chief,  Engi¬ 
neering  and  Manufacturing  Branch,  FAA 
Eastern  Region,  upon  receipt  of  substantiat¬ 
ing  data  submitted  through  an  FAA  Main¬ 
tenance  Inspector. 

This  amendment  is  effective  Febru¬ 
ary  25,  1971. 

(Sec.  313(a),  601,  603,  Federal  Aviation  Act 
of  1958,  49  U.S.C,  1354(a),  1421,  1423;  sec. 
6(c),  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  49 


limit. 

Since  a  situation  exists  which  requires 
expeditious  adoption  of  this  amendment, 
notice  and  public  procedure  hereon  are 
impractical  and  the  amendment  may  be 
made  effective  in  less  than  30  days. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator,  14  CFR  11.89 
(31  F.R.  13697),  §39.13  of  Part  39  of 
the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  is 
amended  by  adding  the  following  new 
Airworthiness  Directive: 

AVCO  Lycoming.  Applies  to  all  10-360- A-C 
Series  engines  except  S/N  7100-51A  and 
subsequent  and  except  all  engines  re- 
manufactured  after  January  26,  1970, 
except  S/N  354^51,  1049-51A,  3003-51A, 
3281-51A,  6526-51A. 

Compliance  required  as  follows : 

(a)  To  detect  shifting  of  crankshaft  main 
bearings  and  excessive  crankcase  wear,  per¬ 
form  the  following  inspection : 

1.  Engines  that  have  accumulated  500 
hours  or  more  in  service  since  new  or  over¬ 
haul  must  be  Inspected  within  the  next  ten 
(10)  hours  in  service  after  the  effective  date 
of  this  AD,  unless  already  accomplished 
within  the  last  fifty  (50)  hours  in  service, 
for  crankcase  wear  and  main  bearing  reten¬ 
tion  in  accordance  with  AVCO  Lycoming 
Service  Bulletin  No.  327  excluding  the  time 
of  compliance  or  later  FAA-approved  revi¬ 
sion  or  equivalent  inspection  approved  by 
Chief,  Engineering  and  Manufacturing 
Branch,  FAA,  Eastern  Region. 

2.  Should  the  Inspection  indicate  exces¬ 
sive  crankcase  wear  or  bearing  shifting,  the 
crankcase  must  be  repaired  as  described  in 
Lycoming  Service  Instruction  No.  1112C  or 
later  FAA-approved  revision  and  straight 
crankcase  bearing  dowels  installed  per  Ly¬ 
coming  Service  Bulletin  No.  326  or  later 
FAA-approved  revision  or  equivalent  repair 
approved  by  Chief,  Engineering  and  Manu¬ 
facturing  Branch,  FAA,  Elastern  Region. 

(b)  To  prevent  shifting  and  possible  fail¬ 
ures  of  the  main  crankshaft  bearings,  per¬ 
form  the  following  alteration: 

1.  Engines  that  have  accumulated  1,200 
hours  or  more  in  service  since  new  or  last 
overhaul  or  within  the  next  100  hours  in 
service  after  the  effective  date  of  this  AD, 
whichever  is  later,  remove  the  stepp>ed  crank¬ 
case  bearing  dowels  and  Install  straight 
dowels  in  accordance  with  AVCO  Lycoming 


Issued  in  Jamaica,  N.Y.,  on  February 
1971. 


Louis  J.  Cardinali, 


Acting  Director,  Eas^  '•rn  Region. 


5, 


U.S.C.  1655(c)) 

Issued  in  Jamaica,  N.Y.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  5,  1971. 

Louis  J.  Cardinali, 


Service  Bulletin  No.  326  excluding  the  time 
of  compliance  or  later  FAA-approved  revi¬ 
sion  or  equivalent  modification  approved  by 
the  Chief,  Engineering  and  Manufacturing 
Branch,  FAA.  Eastern  Region. 


[FR  Doc.71-2357  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am]  Acting  Director,  Eastern  Region.  ,pj^jg  amendment  is  effective  Febru- 


[FR  Doc.71-2360  Filed  2-19-71;8:47  am]  ary  23, 1971. 


(Docket  No.  70-EA-116:  Arndt.  39-1156] 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

Canadair  Aircraft 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
is  amending  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  so  as  to 
issue  an  airworthiness  directive  applica¬ 
ble  to  Canadair  CL-215-1A10  type 
airplanes. 

There  have  been  reports  of  failures  of 
water  door  tension  rods  on  Canadair  CL- 
215-lAlO  airplanes  due  to  fatigue.  Since 
this  is  a  deficiency  which  can  exist  or 
develop  in  other  aircraft  of  the  same  type 
design,  an  airworthiness  directive  is 
being  issued  which  requires  the  inspec- 


[Docket  No.  71-EA-6;  Arndt.  39-1158] 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

Lycoming  Aircraft  Engines 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
is  amending  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Regulations  so  as  to  issue 
an  airworthiness  directive  applicable  to 
Lycoming  IO-360-A-C  type  aircraft 
engines. 

There  have  been  reports  of  crankshaft 
main  bearing  and  bearing  dowel  failures. 
Since  this  deficiency  can  exist  or  develop 
in  other  engines  of  the  same  type  design, 
an  airworthiness  directive  is  being  issued 
which  will  require  inspection  and  even- 


(Secs.  313(a),  601,  603,  Federal  Aviation  Act 
of  1958,  49  U.S.C.  1354(a),  1421,  1423:  sec. 
6(c),  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  49 
U.S.C.  1655(c)) 

Issued  in  Jamaica,  N.Y.,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  11,  1971. 

Wayne  Hendershot, 
Acting  Director,  Eastern  Region. 
[FR  Doc.71-2359  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 

[Docket  No.  71-EA-9:  Arndt.  39-1157] 

PART  39— AIRWORTHINESS 
DIRECTIVES 

Sikorsky  Aircraft 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
amending  §  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the  Fed« 
eral  Aviation  Regulations  so  as  to  issue 
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an  airworthiness  directive  applicable  to 
Sikorsky  S-61  type  helicopters. 

There  have  been  reports  of  failures  of 
the  main  landing  gear  axle  due  to  fatigue. 
Since  this  is  a  deficiency  which  can  exist 
or  develop  in  helicopters  of  the  same  type 
design  an  airworthiness  directive  is  being 
issued  which  vfill  require  inspection  and 
replacement  where  necessary  of  the  axle. 

Since  a  situation  exists  which  requires 
expeditious  adoption  of  this  amendment, 
notice  and  public  procedure  hereon  are 
impractical  and  the  amendment  may  be 
made  effective  in  less  than  30  days. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing  and 
pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  to 
me  by  the  Administrator,  14  CPR  11.89 
(31  F.R.  13697),  S  39.13  of  Part  39  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Regulations  is  amended 
by  adding  the  following  new  Airworthi¬ 
ness  Directive: 

SiKOBSKT.  Applies  to  S-61  Type  Helicopters 
Certified  In  all  Categories. 

Compliance  required  as  follows: 

To  preclude  the  possibility  of  failure  of 
the  S-61  Main  Landing  Gear  Axle,  P/N 
6125-60115-0,  unless  already  accomplished. 
Inspect  and  replace  the  axle  in  accordance 
with  paragraph  2,  Accomplishment  Instruc¬ 
tions  of  Sikorsky  Service  Bulletin  61B25-3 
dated  January  15,  1971,  or  later  FAA- 
approved  revision  or  an  alternate  method  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Chief,  Engineering  and 
Manufacturing  Branch,  FAA,  Eastern  Region. 

Report  results  of  above  Inspection  in 
compliance  with  this  AD  to  Chief,  Engineer¬ 
ing  and  Manufacturing  Branch,  FAA,  Eastern 
Region  (Reporting  Approved  by  Bureau  of 
the  Budget  under  BOB  No.  04-R0174). 

Replacement  axle  P/N  S6125-50115-2  has 
a  service  life  of  242,550  landings. 

This  amendment  is  effective  Febru¬ 
ary  23,  1971. 

(Sec.  313(a),  601,  603,  Fedei'al  Aviation  Act 
of  1958,  49  U.S.C.  1354(a),  1421,  1423;  sec. 
6(c),  Department  of  Transportation  Act,  49 
U.S.C.  1655(c)) 

Issued  in  Jamaica,  N.Y.,  on  Febini- 
ary  11,  1971. 

Wayne  Hendershot, 
Acting  Director.  Eastern  Region. 
(FR  Doc.71-2358  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  71-30-1] 

PART  71— DESIGNATION  OF  FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS,  AREA  LOW  ROUTES, 
CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE,  AND  RE¬ 
PORTING  POINTS 

Alteration  of  Control  Zones  and 
Transition  Area 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to 
Part  71  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regula¬ 
tions  is  to  alter  the  Anniston,  Ala., 
Charleston,  S.C.,  Meridian,  Miss.  (Key 
Field) ,  Fort  Myers,  Key  West,  and  Mel¬ 
bourne,  Fla.,  control  zones  and  the 
Miami,  Fla.,  transition  area. 

The  above-listed  control  zones  are  de¬ 
scribed  in  S  71.171  (36  P.R.  2055) .  In  each 
description,  reference  is  made  to  a  navi¬ 
gation  facility  which,  in  compliance  with 
agency  policy,  requires  a  name  change 
as  follows: 


Control  zone  Referenced  navi-  Name  changed 
gallon  facility  to 


Anniston,  Ala _ Anniston  VOR Talladega  VOR, 

Charle^n,  S.C,.  Charleston  RBN..  Ashley  RBN. 

Meridian,  Miss.  Merldlsm  RBN _ Lauderdale 

(Key  Field).  RBN. 

Fort  Myers,  Fla..  Fort  Myers  RBN.  Tice  RBN. 

Key  West,  Fla...  Key  West  RBN...  Fish  Hook 

RBN. 

Melbourne,  Fla..  Melbourne  RBN..  Satellite  RBN. 


The  Miami  transition  area  is  described 
in  §  71.181  (36  F.R.  2140) .  In  the  descrip¬ 
tion,  reference  is  made  to  the  “Fort 
Lauderdale  RBN,”  which  will  be  changed 
to  the  “Plantation  RBN,” 

Since  these  amendments  are  editorial 
in  nature,  notice  and  public  procedure 
hereon  are  unnecessary  and  action  is 
taken  herein  to  amend  the  descriptions 
accordingly. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part 
71  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
is  amended,  effective  0901  G.m.t.,  May  27, 
1971,  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

In  §  71.171  (36  FJl.  2055),  the  follow¬ 
ing  control  zones  are  amended: 

Anniston,  Ala.  •  Anniston 

VOR  •  *  •”  is  deleted  and  “*  •  •  Tal¬ 
ladega  VOR  •  •  ‘’’is  substituted  there¬ 
for. 

Charleston,  S.C.  “*  *  *  Charleston 
RBN  •  •  *”15  deleted  and  “•  •  •  Ash¬ 
ley  RBN  •  •  ‘’’is  substituted  therefor. 

Meridian.  Miss.  (Key  Field).  “•  *  * 
Meridian  RBN  •  *  *”  is  deleted  and 
“•  •  •  Lauderdale  RBN  *  *  '’’is  sub¬ 
stituted  therefor. 

Fort  Myers,  Fla.  •  Fort  Myers 
RBN  •  •  *”  is  deleted  and  •  Tice 
RBN  *  *  ’’’is  substituted  therefor. 

Key  West,  Fla.  “•  •  •  Key  West 
RBN  •  •  *”  is  deleted  and  “Fish  Hook 
RBN  *  •  ‘’’is  substituted  therefor. 

Melbourne,  Fla.  “•  •  •  Melbourne 
RBN . is  deleted  and  *  Satel¬ 

lite  RBN  •  •  ‘’’is  substituted  therefor. 

In  §  71.181  (36  F.R.  2140),  the  Miami, 
Fla.,  transition  area  is  amended 
as  follows:  •  Fort  Lauderdale 

RBN . is  deleted  and . Plan¬ 

tation  RBN  •  •  ‘’’is  substituted  there¬ 
for, 

(Sec.  307(a),  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958, 
49  U.S.C.  1348(a);  sec.  6(c),  Department  of 
Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C.  1655(c)) 

Issued  in  East  Point,  Ga.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  11, 1971, 

James  G.  Rogers, 
Director,  Southern  Region. 

[FR  Doc.71-2352  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  71-SO-2] 

PART  71— DESIGNATION  OF  FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS,  AREA  LOW  ROUTES, 
CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE,  AND  RE¬ 
PORTING  POINTS 

Alteration  and  Revocation  of  Federal 
Airway  Segments 

The  purpose  of  these  amendments  to 
Part  71  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regula¬ 
tions  is  to  realign  a  segment  of  VOR  Fed¬ 
eral  airway  No.  49  and  revoke  a  segment 
of  VOR  Federal  airway  No.  209. 


The  actions  taken  herein  would  revoke 
the  segment  of  V-209  from  Birmingham, 
Ala.,  to  Bowling  Green,  Ky.,  and  realign 
V-49  segment  from  the  Vanleer,  Tenn., 
Intersection  to  Birmingham  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  a  replacement  for  V-209  segment 
being  revoked. 

These  actions  are  taken  to  facilitate 
flight  planning  and  the  automated  proc¬ 
essing  of  flight  data  by  the  Memphis  Air 
Route  Traffic  Control  Center.  The  extent 
of  airspace  presently  controlled  will  not 
be  altered  by  these  actions. 

Since  these  airspace  actions  are  taken 
to  provide  for  the  safe  movement  of  air 
traffic,  are  minor  in  nature  and  will  not 
alter  the  extent  of  controlled  airspace, 
notice  and  public  procedure  thereon  are 
unnecessary. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing.  Part 
71  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
is  amended,  effective  0901  G.m.t., 

April  29,  1971,  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

Section  71.123  (36  F.R,  2010)  is 

amended  as  follows: 

a.  In  V-49  “From  Jacks  Creek,  Tenn., 
Bowling  Green,  Ky.;”  is  deleted  and 
“From  Birmingham,  Tenn.;  Decatur, 
Ala.;  including  an  east  alternate  via  INT 
Birmingham  013”  and  Decatur  130“ 
radials  and  a  west  alternate  via  INT 
Birmingham  335“  and  Decatur  205“ 
radials:  Graham,  Tenn.;  INT  Graham 
006“  and  Bowling  Green,  Ky.,  230“  ra¬ 
dials;  Bowling  Green;”  is  substituted 
therefor. 

b.  In  V-209  all  after  “Birmingham, 
Ala.”  is  deleted. 

(Sec.  307(a),  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958, 
49  U.S.C.  1348,  sec.  6(c),  Department  of 
Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C.  1655(c) ) 

Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  12, 1971. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 

Chief  Airspace  and  Air 
Traffic  Rules  Division. 
[FR  Doc.71-2353  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  71-SO-15] 

PART  71— DESIGNATION  OF  FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS,  AREA  LOW  ROUTES, 
CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE,  AND  RE¬ 
PORTING  POINTS 

Alteration  of  Control  Zone 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  to  Part 
71  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  is 
to  alter  the  Athens,  Ga.,  control  zone. 

The  Athens  control  zone  is  described 
in  §  71.171  (36  F.R.  2055) .  In  the  descrip¬ 
tion,  extensions  predicated  on  Athens 
VORTAC  076“  and  192“  radials  have 
designated  widths  of  4  miles  and  lengths 
of  8  miles. 

IJjS.  Standards  for  Terminal  Instru¬ 
ment  Procedures  (TERPs),  issued  after 
extensive  consideration  and  discussion 
with  government  agencies  concerned  and 
affected  industry  groups,  are  now  being 
applied  to  update  the  criteria  for  instru¬ 
ment  approach  procedures.  The  criteria 
for  the  designation  of  controlled  airspace 
protection  for  these  procedures  was  re¬ 
vised  to  conform  to  TERPs  and  achieve 
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increased  and  efficient  utilization  of 
airspace. 

Because  of  this  revised  criteria,  it  is 
necessary  to  alter  the  description  by  in¬ 
creasing  the  widths  of  the  extensions 
predicated  on  the  Athens  VORTAC  076* 
and  192°  radials  to  6  miles  in  width  and 
8.5  miles  in  length. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  no¬ 
tice  and  public  procedure  hereon  are  un¬ 
necessary  and  Part  71  of  the  Federal 
Aviation  Regulations  is  amended,  effec¬ 
tive  0901  G.m.t.,  April  29,  1971,  as  here¬ 
inafter  set  forth. 

In  §  71.171  (36  P.R.  2055),  the  Athens, 
Ga.,  control  zone  is  amended  to  read: 

Athens,  Ga. 

tVithin  a  5-mlle  radius  of  Athens  Municipal 
Airport  (lat.  33°56'54''  N.,  long.  83“19'37'' 
W.):  within  3  miles  each  side  of  Athens 
VORTAC  076*  and  192°  radials,  extending 
from  the  6-mlle-radlus  zone  to  8.5  miles  east 
and  south  of  the  VORTAC. 

(Sec.  307(a),  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958, 
49  U.S.C.  1348(a);  sec.  6(c),  Department  of 
Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C.  1655(c)) 

.  Issued  in  East  Point,  Ga.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  11, 1971. 

Gordon  A.  Wh-liams,  Jr., 
Acting  Director,  Southern  Region. 

[FR  Doc.71-2354  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


[Airspace  Docket  No.  70-AI,-2] 

PART  71~DESIGNATION  OF  FEDERAL 
AIRWAYS,  AREA  LOW  ROUTES, 
CONTROLLED  AIRSPACE,  AND  RE¬ 
PORTING  POINTS 

PART  75— ESTABLISHMENT  OF  JET 
ROUTES  AND  AREA  HIGH  ROUTES 

Alteration  and  Designation  of  Jet 
Routes  and  Federal  Airways;  Cor¬ 
rection 

On  September  26,  1970,  F.R.  Doc.  70- 
12843  was  published  in  the  Federal 
Register  (35  F.R.  14986).  This  docu¬ 
ment,  in  part,  designated  Alaskan  VOR 
Federal  airway  No.  V-427,  effective  0901 
G.m.t.,  December  10,  1970.  The  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  floor  of  V-427  is  in  error. 
Corrective  action  is  taken  herein. 

Since  this  amendment  is  minor  in 
nature  and  no  substantive  change  in  the 
regulation  is  effected,  notice  and  public 
procedure  thereon  are  unnecessary,  and 
good  cause  exists  for  making  this  amend¬ 
ment  effective  on  less  than  30  days 
notice. 

In  considera^^ion  of  the  foregoing,  F.R. 
Doc,  71-914  is  amended,  effective  upon 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register 
(2-20-71),  as  hereinafter  set  forth. 

Section  71.125  (36  F.R.  2042)  is 
amended  as  follows:  In  V-427  all  after 
the  phrase  “042°  103  miles,”  is  deleted 
and  the  phrase  “29  miles  135  MSL;  INT 
King  Salmon  042°  and  Anchorage, 
Alaska,  246°  radials;  32  miles  135  MSL, 
15  mUes  120  MSL,  15  miles  105  MSL,  to 
Anchorage.”  is  substituted  therefor. 

(Sec.  307(a),  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958, 
49  n.S.C.  1348;  aec.  6(c),  Department  of 
Transportation  Act,  49  U.S.C.  1655(c)) 


Issued  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  12, 1971. 

H.  B.  Helstrom, 

Chief,  Airspace  and  Air 
Traffic  Rules  Division. 

[FR  Doc.71-2355  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 

Title  16— COMMERCIAL 
PRACTICES 

Chapter  I — Federal  Trade  Commission 

SUBCHAPTER  E— RULES,  REGULATIONS,  STATE¬ 
MENTS  OF  GENERAL  POLICY  OR  INTERPRETA-  ^ 
TION  AND  EXEMPTIONS  UNDER  THE  FAIR 
PACKAGING  AND  LABELING  ACT 

PART  501— EXEMPTIONS  FROM  RE¬ 
QUIREMENTS  AND  PROHIBITIONS 
UNDER  PART  500 

Paper  Table  Covers,  Sheets,  and  Pil¬ 
low  Cases;  Confirmation  of  Effective 
Date 

Notice  is  given  that  no  objections 
were  filed  in  the  matter  of  §  501.5  which 
prescribed  an  exemption  for  paper  table 
covers,  sheets,  and  pillow  cases  from 
the  requirements  of  §  500.12  of  Part  500  of 
the  Fair  Packaging  and  Labeling  Act’s 
regulations  (35  F.R.  19076) ,  Accordingly, 
the  effective  date  of  §  501.5,  January  16, 
1971,  is  confirmed. 

Issued:  February  12,  1971. 

By  direction  of  the  Commission. 

Charles  A.  Tobin, 
Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2333  Filed  2-19-71:8:45  am] 

Title  24— HOUSING  AND 
HOUSING  CREDIT 

Chapter  II — Federal  Housing  Admin¬ 
istration,  Department  of  Housing 
and  Urban  Development 
SUBCHAPTER  D— RENTAL  HOUSING  INSURANCE 

PART  207— MULTIFAMILY  HOUSING 
MORTGAGE  INSURANCE 

Subpart  A — Eligibility  Requirements 

Maximum  Mortgage  Amounts 

The  following  amendment  to  Title  24 
of  the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  re¬ 
vises  S  207.4(e)  to  subtract  the  value  of 
the  leased  fee  from  the  value  in  fee 
simple  before  multiplying  by  the  allow¬ 
able  loan  ratio  instead  of  the  previous 
system  of  subtracting  after  multiplying. 
This  changes  FHA  procedures  to  con- 
'form  to  the  practice  in  the  conventional 
mortgage  market. 

Accordingly,  §  207,4(e)  is  amended  as 
follows: 

§  207.4  Maximum  mortgage  amounts. 

«  •  #  •  • 

(e)  Reduced  mortgage  amount — lease¬ 
holds,  In  the  event  the  mortgage  is  on 


a  leasehold  estate  rather  than  oh  a  fee 
simple  holding,  the  value  or  replacement 
cost  of  the  property  on  which  the  mort¬ 
gage  is  based  is  the  value  or  replacement 
cost  of  the  property  in  fee  simple  re¬ 
duced  by  an  amount  equal  to  the  cap¬ 
italized  value  of  the  ground  rent. 
***** 

(Sec.  211,  52  Stat.  23;  12  U.S.C.  1715b.  In- 
terprets  or  applies  sec.  207,  52  Stat.  16,  as 
amended:  12  U.S.C.  1713) 

Issued  at  Washington,  D.C.,  effective 
February  16,  1971. 

Eugene  A.  Gulledge, 
Federal  Housing  Commissioner. 

[FR  Doc.71-2378  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


Title  46— SHIPPING 

Chapter  IV — Federal  Maritime 
Commission 

SUBCHAPTER  B — REGULATIONS  AFFECTING 
MARITIME  CARRIERS  AND  RELATED  ACTIVITIES 

[General  Order  27,  Arndt.  2;  Docket  No.  71-6] 

PART  542— FINANCIAL  RESPONSIBIL¬ 
ITY  FOR  OIL  POLLUTION  CLEANUP 

Methods  of  Establishing  Financial  Re¬ 
sponsibility;  Forms  and  Require¬ 
ments 

On  September  30,  1970,  the  Federal 
Maritime  Commission  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (35  F.R.  15216)  regu¬ 
lations  to  implement  the  financial  re¬ 
sponsibility  provisions  of  section  11  (p) 
(1)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pollution  Con¬ 
trol  Act,  as  amended  by  the  Water  Qual¬ 
ity  Improvement  Act  of  1970  (84  Stat. 
97).  These  regulations  (Commission 
General  Order  27)  set  forth  the  proce¬ 
dures  whereby  the  owner  or  operator  of 
every  vessel  over  300  gross  tons,  includ¬ 
ing  any  barge  of  equivalent  size,  using 
any  port  or  place  in  the  United  States  or 
the  navigable  waters  of  the  United  States 
must  evidence  financial  responsibility  to 
meet  the  liability  to  the  United  States  to 
which  such  vessel  could  be  subjected  for 
the  discharge  of  oil  into  or  upon  the 
waters  of  the  United  States.  The  rules 
also  include  the  qualifications  required 
by  the  Commission  for  issuance  of  Cer¬ 
tificates  evidencing  financial  responsi¬ 
bility,  and  the  basis  for  the  denial,  revo¬ 
cation,  modification,  or  suspension  of 
such  Certificates. 

Thereafter,  and  at  the  request  of  cer¬ 
tain  marine  insurance  imderwriters,  the 
Commission  served  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register  (35  F.R.  996)  on  January  21, 
1971,  that  it  was  considering  amending 
in  a  number  of  respects  §  542.5  of  Gen¬ 
eral  Order  27,  relating  to  the  methods  of 
establishing  financial  responsibility.  The 
stated  purpose  of  these  proposed  changes 
was  to  clarify  certain  allegedly  ambigu¬ 
ous  provisions  regarding  the  “rights  and 
defenses”  made  available  to  the  insurer 
imder  section  ll(p)(3)  of  the  Federal 
Water  Pollution  Control  Act,  as  amended. 
Interested  parties  were  given  until  Feb¬ 
ruary  1,  1971,  within  which  to  file  their 
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written  comments  in  response  to  the 
proposed  changes.  The  deadline  for  the 
filing  of  comments  is  now  past,  and  no 
comments  have  been  received. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the 
Administrative  Procediure  Act  (5  U.S.C. 
552),  and  sections  ll(p)(l),  ll(p)(2), 
and  IKp)  (3)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act,  as  amended  by  the 
Water  Quality  Improvement  Act  of  1970 
(84  Stat.  97),  §  542.5  of  title  46  CFR  is 
amended  as  follows: 

1.  Paragraph  (a)(1)  is  amended  by 
adding  the  following  new  proviso  at  the 
end  thereof: 

Provided,  however  the  foregoing  uniform 
endorsement  may,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  party  furnishing  the  policy  of  insur¬ 
ance  or  cover  note,  include  in  Item  (2) 
of  the  endorsement  after  the  words  “by 
the  U.S.  Government,  and”,  the  follow¬ 
ing  words: 

shall  also  be  entitled  to  Invoke  all  rights  and 
defenses. 

The  imiform  endorsement  will  be  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  Commission  either  with 
or  without  this  clarifying  language.  Any 
person  who  has  previously  filed  a  policy 
of  insurance  or  cover  note  containing  the 
imiform  endorsement  without  this  clari¬ 
fying  language,  may  if  he  so  desires,  sub¬ 
stitute  a  new  uniform  endorsement  in¬ 
cluding  the  clarifying  language. 

2.  Paragraph  (b)  is  amended  by  add¬ 

ing  the  following  language  at  the  end 
thereof :  ^ 

(b)  *  •  *.  The  Certificate  of  In¬ 
surance  Form  FMC-225,  Surety  Bond 
Form  FMC-226  and  Guarantee  Form 
FMC-227,  as  incorporated  in  the  rules 
of  this  part,  may  be  utilized  in  the  form 
as  originally  promulgated,  or  in  the  alter¬ 
native,  each  of  these  three  forms  may  be 
clarified  by  any  parties  so  desiring  by 
adding  after  the  words  “by  the  United 
States  Government,  and”,  in  Form  FMC- 
225,  and  after  the  words  “by  the  United 
States,  and”  in  Forms  FMC-226  and  227, 
the  following  words : 

shall  also  be  entitled  to  invoke  ali  rights  and 
defenses. 

The  use  of  Forms  FMC-225,  226,  and 
227  will  be  acceptable  to  the  Commission 
as  evidence  of  financial  responsibility 
either  with  or  without  said  clarifying 
language,  and  any  party  who  has  pre¬ 
viously  filed  any  of  these  forms  without 
the  clarifying  language  may,  if  he  so 
desires,  submit  a  substitute  Form  Fl'^C- 
225,  226,  or  227  with  the  added  clarifying 
language. 

3.  Finally,  paragraph  (c)  is  amended 
by  adding  after  the  words  “by  the  U.S. 
Government,  and”  the  words:  “shall  also 
be  entitled  to  invoke  all  rights  and 
defenses”. 

Effective  date.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
the  amendments  of  §  542.5  promul¬ 
gated  herein  in  no  way  substantially 
change  any  existing  requirements  but  are 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  making  clearer 
the  Commission’s  intent  and  to  more 
closely  relate  the  language  of  the  rule 
to  the  language  of  the  enabling  statute, 
the  Commission  believes  good  cause  exists 
for  the  amendments  promulgated  herein 
to  become  effective  on  less  than  30  days 
notice.  Accordingly,  these  amendments 


shall  become  effective  upon  publication 
in  the  Federal  Register  (2-20-71) . 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Francis  C.  Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc .7 1-2383. Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 

Title  47— TELECOMMUNICATION 

Chapter  l—Federal  Communications 
Commission 

[Docket  No.  19028;  FCC  71-150] 

PART  1— PRACTICE  AND  PROCEDURE 

PART  73^RADIO  BROADCAST 
SERVICES 

Main  Studio  Location  of  FM  and 
Television  Broadcast  Statipns 

Report  and  order.  1.  Tlie  Commission 
has  before  it  for  consideration  the  pro¬ 
posed  amendments  to  its  rules  governing 
FM  and  TV  main  studio  moves,  §§73.210 
(a)  (2)  and  73.613(b),  respectively,  upon 
which  comments  were  invited  in  the 
notice  of  proposed  rule  making,  released 
September  28,  1970,  in  this  docket  (FCC 
70-1041,  35  F.R.  15304);  and  the  com¬ 
ments  received  in  response  to  the  notice. 
These  were  filed  by  KLUC  Broadcasting 
Co.,  licensee  of  Stations  KLUC(AM)  and 
KLUC-FM,  Las  Vegas,  Nev.;  Arizona  FM, 
Inc.,  licensee  of  Station  KRFM,  Phoenix, 
Ariz.;  and  Gateway  Broadcasters,  Inc., 
licensee  of  Station  KTIP(AM)  and  per¬ 
mittee  of  Station  KKXXFM) ,  Porterville, 
Calif.  Reply  comments  were  received 
from  WCMB-FM,  Inc.,  licensee  of  Station 
WSFM,  with  Station  WCMB(AM)  under 
common  ownership,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

2.  As  the  notice  informed,  the  princi¬ 
pal  purpose  of  the  proposed  amendments 
is  to  clarify  the  matter  of  when  Com¬ 
mission  authorization  is  required  for  FM 
main  studio  moves  to  points  outside  the 
community  of  license  and  to  conform 
FM  requirements  in  this  regard  with  TV 
requirements  for  main  studio  moves, 
which  require  specific  Commission  au¬ 
thority  for  all  main  studio  moves  to  or 
from  a  location  outside  the  community 
of  license.  Section  73.210(a)(2),  as  it 
presently  reads,  allows  FM  stations  to 
relocate  their  main  studios,  without  prior 
Commission  approval,  at  the  authorized 
transmitter  site,  wherever  it  may  be.’  The 


» This  is  misleading,  for  prior  Commission 
approval  must  be  obtained  for  an  FM  main 
studio  move  to  a  transmitter  site  if  it  is 
located  in  a  community  other  than  the  com¬ 
munity  of  license.  Section  73.257(b)(5)  of 
the  rules,  which  provides  that  FM  licensees 
must  obtain  specific  authority  for  a  main 
studio  move  “to  a  different  city  from  that 
specified  in  the  license”,  in  effect  requires, 
and  is  Intended  to  require,  specific  Commis¬ 
sion  authority  for  a  studio  move  to  a  trans¬ 
mitter  site  if  it  is  in  another  city.  These 
rules  have,  however,  been  a  basis  for  uncer¬ 
tainty  by  some  FM  licensees  in  the  past  as 
to  when  prior  Commission  approval  is  re¬ 
quired  for  FM  studio  moves  outside  the 
principal  community,  which  the  amendments 
adopted  herein  are  Intended  to  remove.  All 
requirements  for  specific  Commission  au¬ 
thority  for  FM  main  studio  rules  are  ex¬ 
pressly  stated  and  contained  in  the  FM  main 
studio  location  rules,  as  amended  herein. 


proposed  amendments  would  require 
application  and  specific  Commission 
authorization  for  all  future  FM  main 
studio  moves  outside  the  community  of 
license  (including  a  studio  move  from 
one  location  to  another  outside  the  com¬ 
munity)  ,  but  not  when  the  move  is  from 
a  location  outside  the  community  to 
another  within  the  community.  For  the 
latter,  as  well  as  for  main  studio  moves 
from  one  location  to  another  within  the 
community,  only  prompt  Commission 
notification  of  the  move  would  be  re¬ 
quired.  Apart  from  editorial  changes,  the 
proposed  amendments  would  change 
present  authorization  requirements  for 
TV  main  studio  moves  only  to  remove 
the  present  implication  that  prior  Com¬ 
mission  approval  is  needed  for  a  main 
studio  move  from  a  location  outside  the 
principal  community  served  to  one 
within  the  community.  Authorization 
requirements  for  FM  main  studio  moves 
would  be  conformed  in  this  respect.  How¬ 
ever,  as  already  noted,  they  would  be 
expanded,  to  require  specific  Commission 
authority  in  the  future  for  all  FM  main 
studio  moves  to  points  outside  the  com¬ 
munity  of  license,  including  moves  to 
authorized  transmitter  sites. 

3.  The  main  studio  rules,  as  the  no¬ 
tice  stated,  are  intended  to  make  broad¬ 
cast  stations  readily  accessible  to  the 
people  in  the  communities  which  they 
are  primarily  licensed  to  serve,  and  they 
constitute  one  of  the  essential  ways  we 
have  for  insuring  that  stations  realistic¬ 
ally  meet  their  obligation  to  serve  their 
communities  of  license  as  outlets  for 
local  self-expression.  Since  location  of  a 
station’s  main  studio  within  the  corpo¬ 
rate  limits  of  the  principal  community  it 
is  licensed  to  serve  can  reasonably  be 
expected  to  be  consistent  with  those  goals 
and  the  public  interest,  we  consider  it 
unnecessary  in  the  public  interest  to  re¬ 
quire  prior  Commission  approval  for 
main  studio  relocation  within  the  com¬ 
munity,  whether  this  involves  a  move 
from  one  location  to  another  within  the 
community  or  from  a  location  outside 
the  community  to  one  within  it.  For  such 
main  studio  relocation  within  the  com¬ 
munity  of  license,  it  is  sufficient,  we  be¬ 
lieve,  that  the  Commission  be  notified 
when  the  move  is  made.  We  are,  how¬ 
ever,  of  the  view  that  the  location  of  a 
station’s  main  studio  outside  the  com¬ 
munity  of  license  does  raise  a  question 
as  to  whether  it  can,  in  fact,  meet  its 
primary  obligation  to  the  city  of  license. 
We  therefore  consider  it  important  to 
require  prior  Commission  approval  of 
main  studio  moves  to  points  outside  the 
principal  community  before  they  are 
made. 

4.  In  the  past,  exceptions  have  been 
made  to  permit  both  AM  and  FM  main 
studio  relocation  at  a  transmitter  site 
outside  the  community  of  license  without 
Commission  approval.  From  our  experi¬ 
ence  with  main  studio  relocation  prob¬ 
lems  over  the  past  10  years,  particularly 
those  concerning  main  studio  accessibil¬ 
ity  and  de  facto  station  relocation,  we 
now  consider  it  desirable  in  the  public 
interest  to  require  prior  Commission 
approval  for  FM  main  studio  relocations 
outside  the  community  of  license, 
whether  that  be  at  the  transmitter  site 
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or  elsewhere,  as  presently  required  in  the 
case  of  TV  main  studio  relocation.  The 
FM  and  TV  broadcast  services  are  very 
similar  from  a  propagation  standpoint, 
and  we  believe  it  equally  important  to 
assure  that  proposed  FM  main  studio 
moves  to  points  outside  the  community 
of  license  will  be  consistent  with  the 
intent  and  purposes  of  the  main  studio 
rules  and  the  public  interest  before  they 
are  made.  We  are  not,  however,  similarly 
amending  the  AM  main  studio  rules  to 
require  prior  Commission  approval  for 
main  studio  relocation  at  a  transmitter 
site  outside  the  commimity  of  license, 
since  technical  considerations  governing 
AM  transmitter  site  selection  usually 
place  such  sites  in  close  proximity  to  the 
community  of  license  and  not  in  another 
larger  city.  For  this  reason,  AM  studio 
relocation  at  the  authorized  transmitter 
site  have  seldom  raised  questions  of 
studio  accessibility  or  de  facto  station 
relocation.® 

5.  All  of  the  commenting  parties,  ex¬ 
cept  Arizona  FM,  Inc.,  have  commonly 
owned  AM  and  FM  stations  licensed  to 
the  same  community,  with  their  AM  and 
FM  studios  at  a  common  location  outside 
the  principal  communities  they  serve. 
They  appear  concerned  that  the  new  FM 
main  studio  rules  adopted  herein  might 
require  them  to  maintain  a  separate 
main  studio  for  their  FM  operation,  and 
they  request  that  the  rules  adopted  con¬ 
tain  an  exemption  for  AM-FM  combina¬ 
tions  such  as  theirs,  to  permit  consoli¬ 
dated  studio  locations.  These  AM-FM  sta¬ 
tion  owners  urge  that  the  common 
location  of  main  studios  for  such  com¬ 
panion  AM-FM  stations  results  in  savings 
in  such  features  as  the  use  of  a  common 
staff,  offices,  studios  and  studio  equip¬ 
ment:  that  for  many  licensees  with  AM- 
FM  combination,  it  would  be  a  hardship 
to  maintain  a  separate  main  studio  for 
their  FM  operation;  that  no  benefits  to 
the  public  are  to  be  derived  from  main¬ 
taining  separate  main  studios;  that  good 
cause  could  always  be  found  in  the  case 
of  an  AM-FM  combination  for  waiving  a 
procedural  requirement  of  specific  Com¬ 
mission  authority  for  AM  main  studio 
relocation  at  the  main  studio  location 
of  the  companion  AM  station;  and  that 
filing  for  prior  Commission  approval 
would  be  a  waste  of  the  administrative 
process. 


=  The  change  in  FM  would  deal  with  the 
following  type  of  Aituatlon;  An  FM  station 
is  authorized  to  a  community  which  is 
close  to,  sometimes  a  suburb  of,  a  larger 
city.  In  an  effort  to  get  greater  effective 
antenna  height,  the  permittee  or  licensee 
seeks  to  locate  his  transmitter  atop  a  tall 
building  in  the  large  city.  There  can  be  no 
argument  with  the  desirability  of  this,  as 
such,  since  it  means  greater  coverage  than 
might  otherwise  be  feasible.  The  problem 
arises  when  the  station  then  seeks  to  use 
the  “studio  located  at  transmitter  site”  ap¬ 
proach  to  justify  moving  the  studio,  as  well, 
into  the  large  city;  this  raises  a  substantial 
question  as  to  whether  the  station  Itself 
is  being  de  facto  moved  so  as  to  be  in  effect 
a  large-city  station. 

The  same  problem  does  not  exist  in  AM, 
since  AM  transmitter  locations  are  not  nor¬ 
mally  atop  large  structures  in  other  cities. 


6.  We  are  persuaded  that  the  requested 
exemption  for  commonly  owned  AM-FM 
stations  is  warranted  insofar  as  it  would 
apply  to  commonly  owned  AM  and  FM 
stations  licensed  to  serve  the  same  com¬ 
munity.  Since  prior  Commission  approval 
is  already  required  for  AM  main  studio 
location  outside  the  community  of  license 
other  than  at  the  AM  transmitter  site 
and  since,  as  noted  in  paragraph  4,  AM 
main  studio  location  at  the  AM  trans¬ 
mitter  site  may  be  presumed  to  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  main  studio  rules  and 
the  public  interest,  it  follows  that  FM 
main  studio  location  at  the  AM  main 
studio  location  by  a  commonly  owned 
FM  station  in  the  same  community  would 
likewise  be  consistent  with  those  rules 
and  the  public  interest.  We  therefore 
are  of  the  view  that  it  is  unnecessary  for 
us  to  consider  and  approve  FM  main 
studio  location  at  the  AM  main  studio 
location  in  the  case  of  commonly  owned 
AM  and  FM  stations  licensed  to  serve 
the  same  principal  community,  before 
it  takes  place,  and  that  only  notification 
of  such  FM  main  studio  moves  should  be 
required.  However,  where  commonly 
owned  AM  and  FM  stations  in  the  same 
area  have  different  commimities  of  li¬ 
cense,  we  think  it  best  serves  the  public 
interest  for  us  to  give  prior  consideration 
to  FM  main  studio  location  in  relation 
to  the  community  of  license.  In  such 
cases,  there  can  be  no  presumption  that 
PM  main  studio  location  at  the  AM  main 
studio  location  will  enable  the  FM  sta¬ 
tion  to  serve  properly  as  a  local  outlet 
for  its  different  commimity  of  license 

7.  In  proposing  to  expand  authoriza¬ 
tion  requirements  for  FM  main  studio 
moves  to  require  specific  Commission  au¬ 
thority  for  all  studio  moves  outside  the 
principal  community,  including  those  to 
the  transmitter  site,  it  was  not  our  aim 

.  to  require  such  authorization  for  existing 
FM  main  studio  locations  outside  the 
community  or  to  discourage  or  forbid 
such  moves  in  the  future  if  they  do  not 
defeat  the  intent  and  purposes  of  the 
main  studio  rules.  The  proposed  new 
rules,  we  think,  make  this  clear.  They 
state  that  we  “will”  permit  such  moves 
“vhere  an  adequate  showing  is  made 
that  good  cause  exists”  and  that  it 
“would  be  consistent  with  the  operation 
of  the  station  in  the  public  interest.” 
Arizona  FM,  Inc.,  which  favors  our  pro¬ 
posed  expansion  of  authorization  re¬ 
quirements  for  FM  main  studio  moves, 
suggests  changes  in  the  wording  of  the 
proposed  amendments  to  state  that  the 
Commission  “may”  rather  than  “will” 
permit  such  PM  studio  moves  where  a 
“vigorous”  rather  than  “adequate”  show¬ 
ing  is  made  that  good  cause  exists  and 
that  it  would  “result  in  the  betterment 
of  the  station’s  operation  in  the  public 
interest”  rather  than  “be  consistent  with 
the  operation  of  the  station  in  the  public 
interest.”  It  urges  that  its  proposed 
changes  in  wording  are  desirable  in  or¬ 
der  to  incorporate  the  spirit  of  our  rea¬ 
sons  for  expanding  authorization  re¬ 
quirements  for  FM  main  studio  moves. 
We  disagree,  being  of  the  view  that 
wording  proposed  by  the  Commission, 
which  is  the  same  as  that  contained  in 


the  present  TV  main  studio  relocation 
rules,  adequately,  and  more  accurately, 
states  the  basis  upon  which  the  Commis¬ 
sion  will  grant  authorizations  for  FM 
main  studio  relocation.  We  also  consider 
it  unnecessary,  as  Arizona  FM  suggests, 
'to  include  in  the  proposed  rules,  in  lieu 
of  its  suggested  word  changes,  a  state¬ 
ment  of  underlying  reasons  for  the  main 
studio  rules. 

8.  In  consideration  of  the  foregoing, 
w’e  are  of  the  view  that  the  public  inter¬ 
est  would  be  served  by  amendment  of  the 
FM  and  TV  main  studio  rules  as  pro¬ 
posed,  with  an  exemption  in  the  FM  main 
studio  rules,  as  discussed  in  paragraphs 
5  and  6  above,  to  permit  the  FM  main 
studio  to  be  located  at  the  location  of  the 
AM  main  studio  without  specific  Com¬ 
mission  authority  in  the  case  of  com¬ 
monly  owned  AM  and  FM  stations 
licensed  to  serve  the  same  community. 
In  addition,  we  believe  that  the  editorial 
and  other  rule  changes  proposed  in  the 
notice  are  needed  to  clarify  and  align 
their  provisions  with  the  amended  FM 
and  TV  main  studio  location  rules  herein 
adopted  and  should  also  be  adopted. 
These  consist  of  editorial  changes  in 
§  1.538(a)  (3)  and  (4)  and  the  addition 
of  a  new  subparagraph  (5),  plus  the  de¬ 
letion  of  §  73.257(b)  (5),  which  specifies 
when  a  formal  application  (FCC  Form 
301 )  must  be  filed  for  authority  to  change 
FM  main  studio  location.  This  latter  re¬ 
quirement  has  been  placed  in  the  newly 
adopted  FM  main  studio  rules  themselves 
and  in  §  1.538(a)(5). 

9.  Authority  for  the  rule  amendments 
adopted  herein  is  contained  in  sections 
4(i),  303(r),  and  307(b)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended. 

10.  Accordingly,  it  is  ordered.  Effective 
March  23,  1971,  that  Part  1  and  Part  73 
of  the  Commission’s  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  are  amended  as  set  forth  below. 

.  11.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  this 
proceeding  is  terminated. 

(Secs.  4,  303,  307,  48  Stat.,  as  amended,  1066, 
1082,  1083  ;  47  U.S.C.  154,  303,  307) 

Adopted:  February  10, 1971. 

Released:  February  16, 1971. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal!  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

1.  In  §  1.538(a),  subparagraphs  (3) 
and  (4)  are  am^ded,  subparagraph  (5) 
is  redesignated  as  subparagraph  (6),  and 
a  new  subparagraph  (5)  is  added  to  read 
as  follows: 

§  1.!).38  .Application  fur  niodiricution  of 
license. 

(a)  *  *  * 

(3)  Change  in  main  studio  location  of 
a  television  station  to  a  location  outside 
the  principal  community: 

(4)  Change  in  main  studio  location  of 
an  AM  station  to  a  location  outside  the 
principal  community  (other  than  to  the 
authorized  transmitter  site) ; 

(5)  Change  in  main  studio  location  of 
an  FM  station  to  a  location  outside  the 
principal  community  (other  than  to  the 
main  studio  location  of  a  commonly 
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owned  AM  station  licensed  to  the  same 
community) . 

***** 

2.  In  §  73.210,  the  headnote  is  amended, 
and  paragraph  (a)  is  amended  to  revise 
subparagraph  (2),  to  redesignate  sub- 
paragraph  (3)  as  subparagraph  (4),  and 
to  add  a  new  subparagraph  (3)  to  read 
as  follows; 

§  73.210  Station  location,  main  studio 
location,  and  program  origination. 

(a)  •  *  * 

(2)  The  main  studio  of  an  FM  broad¬ 
cast  station  shall  be  located  in  the  prin¬ 
cipal  community  to  be  served.  Where  the 
principal  community  to  be  served  is  a 
city,  town,  village  or  other  political  sub¬ 
division,  the  main  studio  shall  be  located 
within  the  corporate  boundaries  of  such 
city,  town,  village  or  other  political  sub¬ 
division.  Where  the  principal  community 
to  be  served  does  not  have  specifically 
defined  political  boimdaries,  applications 
will  be  considered  on  a  case-to-case  basis 
in  the  light  of  the  particular  facts  in¬ 
volved  to  determine  whether  the  main 
studio  is  located  within  the  principal 
community  to  be  served. 
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(3)  Where  an  adequate  showing  is 
made  that  good  cause  exists  for  locating 
a  main  studio  outside  the  principal  com¬ 
munity  to  be  served  and  that  to  do  so 
would  be  consistent  with  the  operation  of 
the  station  in  the  public  interest,  the 
►  Commisison  will  permit  the  use  of  a 
main  studio  location  other  than  that 
specified  in  subparagraph  (2)  of  this 
paragraph.  No  relocation  of  a  main 
studio  to  a  point  outside  the  principal 
commimity  to  be  served,  or  from  one 
such  point  outside  the  community  to  an¬ 
other,  may  be  made  without  first  secur¬ 
ing  a  modification  of  construction  permit 
or  license,  except  for  relocation  at  the 
AM  main  studio  location  of  a  commonly 
owned  AM  station  licensed  to  the  same 
community.  PCC  Form  301  shall  be  used 
to  apply  therefor.  The  main  studio  may, 
however,  be  relocated  within  the  princi¬ 
pal  community  to  be  served,  or  be  moved 
from  a  location  outside  the  community 
to  one  within  it,  without  specific  author¬ 
ity,  but  the  Commission  shall  be  notified 
promptly  of  any  such  relocation. 

*  •  •  *  • 

§  73.257  [Amended] 

3.  In  §  73.257(b),  subparagraph  (5)  is 
deleted. 


4.  In  §  73.613,  paragraph  (b)  is 
amended  to  read  as  follows: 

§  73.613  Main  studio  location. 

***** 

(b)  Where  an  adequate  showing  is 
made  that  good  cause  exists  for  locating 
a  main  studio  outside  the  principal  com¬ 
munity  to  be  served  an4  that  to  do  so 
would  be  consistent  with  the  operation 
of  the  station  in  the  public  interest,  the 
Commission  will  permit  the  use  of  a 
main  studio  location  other  than  that 
specified  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this  section. 
No  relocation  of  a  main  studio  to  a  point 
outside  the  principal  community  to  be 
served,  or  from  one  such  point  outside 
construction  permit  or  license.  FCC  Form 
301  shall  be  used  to  apply  therefor.  The 
main  studio  may,  however,  be  relocated 
within  the  principal  community  to  be 
the  community  to  another,  may  be  made 
without  first  securing  a  modification  of 
served  or  be  moved  from  a  location  out¬ 
side  the  commimity  to  one  within  it 
without  specific  authority,  but  the  Com¬ 
mission  shall  be  notified  promptly  of  any 
such  relocation. 

[FB  Doc.71-2366  Filed  2-19-71;8:48  am] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Consumer  and  Marketing  Service 
[  7  CFR  Part  1062  1 
MILK  IN  ST.  LOUIS-OZARKS 
MARKETING  AREA 

Termination  of  Proceedings  on  Pro¬ 
posed  Suspension  of  Certain  Provi¬ 
sion  of  Order 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Agricultural  Marketing 
Agreement  Act  of  1937,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C,  601  et  seq.)  of  termination  of  pro¬ 
ceedings  on  proposed  suspension  of  a 
certain  provision  of  the  order  regulating 
the  handling  of  milk  in  the  St.  Louis- 
Ozarks  marketing  area.  The  notice  of 
proposed  suspension  was  issued  Janu¬ 
ary  22,  1971,  (36  F.R.  1354).  Interested 
parties  were  invited  to  submit  views, 
data,  or  arguments  to  the  Hearing  Clerk 
not  later  than  February  4,  1971. 

The  provision  proposed  to  be  suspended 
was  in  §  1062.53(d),  and  consisted  of: 
“Barry,  Douglas,  Greene,  Howell,  Law¬ 
rence,  Ozark,  Stone,  Taney,  Webster, 
Wright.”  This  proposed  suspension  would 
have  removed  the  27-cent  location  credit 
on  Class  I  milk  received  at  supply  plants 
located  in  10  southwestern  Missoiu*! 
coimties.  The  27-cent  credit  would  have 
remained  applicable  at  plant  locations  in 
the  three  counties  of :  Christian,  Laclede, 
and  Texas. 

Suspension  was  requested  by  a  coop¬ 
erative  association  representing  more 
than  two-thirds  of  the  producers  for  the 
market.  The  cooperative  stated  that  sus¬ 
pension  was  necessary  to  tend  to  com¬ 
pensate  for  the  cost  of  transporting  milk 
from  three  supply  plants  located  at 
Cabool,  Lebanon,  and  Ozark  to  the  St. 
Louis  area. 

A  similar  suspension  was  in  effect  dur¬ 
ing  the  October  through  December  1970 
period.  That  suspension  removed  the 
Class  I  price  location  credit  of  minus  27 
cents  that  would  have  applied  at  supply 
plants  for  the  market  in  13  southwestern 
Missouri  counties. 

A  handler  and  two  cooperative  associa¬ 
tions  objected  to  continued  suspension. 
All  suggested  that  any  further  action 
taken  on  price  alignment  in  the  area 
should  be  as  a  result  of  public  hearing. 

On  the  basis  of  all  facts  available  to 
the  Department  including  written  views, 
data,  and  arguments  submitted  by 
interested  parties,  suspension  is  not 
warranted.  The  amendment  process 
resulting  from  public  hearing  is  the  ap¬ 
propriate  means  for  obtaining  proper 
price  alignment  in  this  market. 

Signed  at  Washington,  D.C.  on  Febru¬ 
ary  16,  1971, 

John  C.  Blum, 
Deputy  Administrator, 
Regulatory  Programs. 

[FR  Doc .7 1-2344  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Federal  Aviation  Administration 
(  14  CFR  Part  71  1 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  71-WE-81 

CONTROL  ZONE 

Proposed  Alteration  and  Designation 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
is  considering  an  amendment  to  Part  71 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  that 
would  designate  a  new  control  zone  at 
Brown  Field  Municipal  Airport,  San 
Diego,  Calif.,  and  alter  the  description  of 
the  Imperial,  Calif.,  cdntrol  zone. 

Interested  persons  may  participate  in 
the  proposed  rule  making  by  submitting 
such  written  data,  views,  or  arguments 
as  they  may  desire.  Communications 
should  be  submitted  in  triplicate  to  the 
Chief,  Airspace  and  Procedures  Branch, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  5651 
West  Manchester  Avenue,  Post  Office 
Box  92007,  Worldway  Postal  Center,  Los 
Angeles,  CA  90009.  All  communications 
received  within  30  days  after  publication 
of  this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register 
will  be  considered  before  action  is  taken 
on  the  proposed  amendments.  No  public 
hearing  is  contemplated  at  this  time,  but 
arranfeements  for  informal  conferences 
with  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
officials  may  be  made  by  contacting  the 
Regional  Air  Traffic  Division  Chief.  Any 
data,  views,  or  arguments  presented  dur¬ 
ing  such  conferences  must  also  be  sub¬ 
mitted  in  writing  in  accordance  with  this 
notice  in  order  to  become  part  of  the 
record  for  consideration.  The  proposals 
contained  in  this  notice  may  be  changed 
in  the  light  of  comments  received. 

A  public  docket  will  be  available  for 
examination  by  interested  persons  in  the 
office  of  the  Regional  Counsel,  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  5651  West 
Manchester  Avenue,  Los  Angeles,  CA 
90045. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
proposes  to  commission  an  Air  Traffic 
Control  Tower  at  Brown  Field  Mimicipal 
Airport,  San  Diego,  Calif.,  on  or  about 
April  19,  1971.  Approximately  32,000  air¬ 
craft  operations  monthly  are  currently 
being  conducted  at  this  airport.  There¬ 
fore,  to  further  enhance  safety  to  all 
segments  of  the  aviation  industry,  a 
3-mile  control  zone  is  also  proposed. 

The  proposed  3-mile-radius  control 
zone  at  Brown  Field  Mimicipal  Airport 
and  the  existing  Imperial  Beach,  Calif., 
airport  control  zone  overlay.  A  line  of  de¬ 
marcation  is  proposed  along  latitude 
117°01'00"  W.,  which  will  be  in  effect 
during  the  effective  hours  of  the  proposed 
Brown  Field  control  zone. 

In  consideration  of  the  foregoing,  the 
FAA  proposes  the  following  airspace 
actions: 


In  §  71.171  (36  F.R.  2055)  the  follow¬ 
ing  control  zone  is  added: 

San  Diego,  Calif.  (Brown  Field) 

Within  a  3-mile  radius  of  Brown  Field 
Municipal  Airport  (latitude  32°34'22”  N., 
longitude  116'’58'47"  W.)  excluding  that  air¬ 
space  west  of  longitude  117°01'00''  W.,  and 
south  of  the  United  States/ Mexican  Border, 
This  control  zone  is  effective  during  the  spe¬ 
cific  dates  and  times  established  in  advance 
by  a  Notice  to  Airmen.  The  effective  date  and 
time  will  thereafter  be  continuously  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Airman’s  Information  Manual. 

In  §  71.171  (36  F.R.  2055)  the  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  Imperial  Beach,  Calif.,  control 
zone  is  amended  by  adding  “*  *  *,  ex¬ 
cluding  the  portion  east  of  longitude 
117‘’01'00"  W.,  when  the  San  Diego, 
Calif.  (Brown  Field)  control  zone  is 
effective.” 

These  amendments  are  proposed  under 
the  authority  of  section  307(a),  of  the 
Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958,  as  amended 
(49  U.S.C.  1348(a)) ;  and  of  section  6(c) 
of  the  Department  of  Transportation  Act 
(49  U.S.C.  1655(c)). 

Issued  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  on 
February  9, 1971. 

Lee  E.  Warren, 

Acting  Director,  Western  Region. 

[PR  Doc.71-2349  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am) 


t  14  CFR  Part  71  1 

[Airspace  Docket  No.  71-EA-lO] 

TRANSITION  AREA 
Proposed  Alteration 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
is  considering  amending  §  71.181  of  Part 
71'  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations 
so  as  to  alter  the  Washington,  Pa.,  transi¬ 
tion  area  (35  F.R.  2281 ) . 

The  U.S.  Standard  for  Terminal  In¬ 
strument  Procedm-es  requires  alteration 
of  the  Washington,  Pa.,  700-foot  transi¬ 
tion  area  to  provide  controlled  airspace 
protection  for  aircraft  executing  the  in¬ 
strument  approach  procedure  for  Wash¬ 
ington  County  Airport. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  such 
written  data  or  views  as  they  may  de¬ 
sire.  Communications  should  be  sub¬ 
mitted  in  triplicate  to  the  Director,  East¬ 
ern  Region,  Attn:  Chief,  Air  Traffic 
Division,  Department  of  Transportation, 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  Federal 
Building,  John  F.  Kennedy  International 
Airport,  Jamaica,  NY  11430.  All  commu¬ 
nications  received  within  30  days  after 
publication  in  the  Federal  Register  will 
be  considered  before  action  is  taken  on 
the  proposed  amendment.  No  hearing  is 
contemplated  at  this  time,  but  arrange¬ 
ments  may  be  made  for  informal  con¬ 
ferences  with  Federal  Aviation  Adminis¬ 
tration  officials  by  contacting  the  Chief, 
Airspace  and  Procedures  Branch,  Eastern 
Region. 

Any  data  or  views  presented  during 
such  conferences  must  also  be  submitted 
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in  writing  in  accordance  with  this  notice 
in  order  to  become  part  of  the  record  for 
consideration.  The  proposal  contained 
in  this  notice  may  be  changed  in  the 
light  of  comments  received. 

The  official  docket  will  be  available  for 
examination  by  interested  persons  at  the 
Office  of  Regional  Counsel,  Federal  Avia¬ 
tion  Administration,  Federal  Building, 
John  F.  Kennedy  International  Airport, 
Jamaica,  NY  11430. 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration, 
having  completed  a  review  of  the  air¬ 
space  requirements  for  the  terminal  area 
of  Washington,  Pennsylvania  proposes 
the  airspace  action  hereinafter  set  forth; 

Amend  §  71.181  of  Part  71  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Regulations  so  as  to  delete 
the  description  of  the  Washington,  Pa., 
700-foot  floor  transition  area  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof; 

That  airspace  extending  upward  from  700 
feet  above  the  surface  within  an  8.5-mlle 
radius  of  the  center  of  40“08'15''  N., 
80*17’15''  W.  of  Washington  County  Airport, 
Washington,  Pa. 

This  amendment  is  proposed  under 
section  307(a)  of  the  Federal  Aviation 
Act  of  1958  (72  Stat.  749;  49  U.S.C.  1348) , 
and  section  6(c)  of  the  Department  of 
Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C.  1655(c)), 

Issued  in  Jamaica,  N.Y.,  on  February  2, 
1971. 

Louis  J.  Cardinali, 
Acting  Director,  Eastern  Region. 

IFR  Doc.71-2350  Filed  2-19-71;8;47  am] 


[  14  CFR  Part  71  1 

I  Airspace  Docket  No.  71-SO-12  ] 

CONTROL  ZONE  AND  TRANSITION 
AREA 

Proposed  Alteration 

The  Federal  Aviation  Administration 
is  considering  an  amendment  to  Part  71 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Regulations  that 
would  alter  the  Meridian,  Miss.  (NAS 
Meridian),  control  zone  and  transition 
area. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  such 
written  data,  view’s,  or  arguments  as  they 
may  desire.  Communications  should  be 
submitted  in  triplicate  to  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration,  Area  Manager, 
Memphis  Area  Office,  Air  Traffic  Branch, 
Post  Office  Box  18097,  Memphis,  TN 
38118.  All  communications  received 
within  30  days  after  publication  of 
this  notice  in  the  Federal  Register  will 
be  considered  before  action  is  taken  on 
the  proposed  amendment.  No  hearing  is 
contemplated  at  this  time,  but  arrange¬ 
ments  for  informal  conferences  writh 
Federal  Aviation  Administration  officials 
may  be  made  by  contacting  the  Chief,  Air 
Traffic  Branch.  Any  data,  views,  or  argu¬ 
ments  presented  during  such  conferences 
must  also  be  submitted  in  writing  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  this  notice  in  order  to 
become  part  of  the  record  for  consider¬ 
ation.  The  proposal  contained  in  tills 
notice  may  be  changed  in  light  of  com¬ 
ments  received. 


The  official  docket  will  be  available  for 
examination  by  interested  persons  at  the 
Federal  Aviation  Administration,  South¬ 
ern  Region,  Room  724,  3400  Whipple 
Street,  East  Point,  GA. 

The  Meridian  (NAS  Meridian)  con¬ 
trol  zone  described  in  §  71.171  (36  F.R. 
2055)  would  be  redesignated  as; 

Within  a  5-mlle  radius  of  NAS  Meridian 
(lat.  32''23'27''  N.,  long.  88‘’33'33"  W.): 
within  1.5  miles  each  side  of  NAS  Meridian 
TACAN  069“  and  359*  radials,  extending  from 
the  5-mile-radius  zone  to  6  miles  east  and 
north  of  the  TACAN;  within  2  miles  each 
side  of  NAS  Meridian  194*  radial,  extending 
from  the  5-mlle-radius  zone  to  9.5  miles 
south  of  the  TACAN;  within  2  miles  each 
side  of  Runways  18L  and  27  extended  center- 
lines,  extending  from  the  5-mlle-radius  zone 
to  4  miles  north  and  west  of  the  runway 
ends;  within  2  miles  each  side  of  Runway  36L 
extended  centerline,  extending  from  the 
5-mile-radlU8  zone  to  5  miles  south  of  the 
runway  end. 

The  Meridian  (NAS  Meridian)  transi¬ 
tion  area  described  in  §  71.181  (36  F.R. 
2140)  would  be  redesignated  as; 

That  airspace  extending  upward  from  700 
feet  above  the  surface  within  a  lO-mlle 
radius  of  NAS  Meridian  (lat.  32“23'27''  N., 
long.  88°33'33''  W.);  within  2.5  miles  each 
side  of  the  012*  bearing  from  NAS  Meridian 
RBN,  extending  from  the  10-mile-radlus  area 
to  8.5  miles  north  of  the  RBN;  excluding  the 
portion  within  Meridian,  Miss.  (Key  Field), 
transition  area. 

The  application  of  Terminal  Instru¬ 
ment  Procedures  (TERPs)  and  current 
airspace  criteria  to  NAS  Meridian  termi¬ 
nal  area  requires  the  following  actions; 

Control  zone.  1,  Reduce  the  extensions 
predicated  on  NAS  Meridian  TACAN 
069*  and  360®  radials  1  mile  in  width 
and  1  mile  in  length  and  redesignate  it 
on  the  TACAN  359®  radial. 

2.  Reduce  the  extensions  predicated 
on  Rimways  18L  and  27  extended  center- 
lines  2  miles  in  length. 

3.  Increase  the  extension  predicated 
on  Runway  36L  extended  centerline  1 
mile  in  width  and  reduce  it  1  mile  in 
length. 

4.  Designate  an  extension  predicated 
on  NAS  Meridian  TACAN  194“  radial  4 
miles  in  width  and  9.5  miles  in  length. 

Transition  area.  1.  Designate  an  ex¬ 
tension  predicated  on  the  012®  bearing 
from  NAS  Meridian  RBN  5  miles  in 
width  and  8.5  miles  in  length. 

2.  Add  the  proviso  “excluding  the  por¬ 
tion  within  the  Meridian  (Key  Field) 
transition  area.” 

The  proposed  alterations  are  required 
to  provide  controlled  airspace  protection 
for  IFR  operations  at  NAS  Meridian. 

This  amendment  is  proposed  under  the 
authority  of  section  307(a)  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Act  of  1958  (49  U.S.C.  1348 
(a) )  and  of  section  6(c)  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Transportation  Act  (49  U.S.C. 
1655(c)). 

Issued  In  East  Point,  Ga.,  on  Febru¬ 
ary  9, 1971. 

James  G.  Rogers, 
Director,  Southern  Region. 
[FR  Doc.71-2351  Filed  2-19-71;8 :47  am] 


ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION 
AGENCY 

[  42  CFR  Part  481  1 

CERTAIN  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 
REGIONS  IN  IOWA 

Proposed  Designation  of  Regions; 
Consultation  With  Appropriate 
State  and  Local  Authorities 

Notice  is  hereby  given  of  a  proposal 
to  designate  Intrastate  Air  Quality  Con¬ 
trol  Regions  in  the  State  of  Iowa  as  set 
forth  in  the  following  new  §§  481.222- 
481.225  inclusive  which  would  be  added 
to  Part  481  of  Title  42,  Code  of  Federal 
Regulations.  It  is  proposed  to  make  such 
designations  effective  upon  republication. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  written 
data,  views,  or  arguments  in  triplicate  to 
the  Office  of  the  Acting  Commissioner, 
Air  Pollution  Control  Office,  Room  17-82, 
5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD  20852, 
All  relevant  material  received  not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  publication  of  this 
notice  will  be  considered. 

Interested  authorities  in  the  States  of 
Iowa,  Illinois,  Minnesota,  Missouri,  Ne¬ 
braska,  South  Dakota,  Wisconsin,  and 
appropriate  local  authorities,  both  within 
and  without  the  proposed  regions,  who 
are  affected  by  or  interested  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  designations,  are  hereby  given  no¬ 
tice  of  an  opportunity  to  consult  with 
representatives  of  the  Administrator 
concerning  such  designations.  Such  con¬ 
sultation  will  take  place  at  1  p.m.,  Febru¬ 
ary  23, 1971,  in  Room  509,  Federal  Build¬ 
ing,  201  Walnut  Street,  Des  Moines,  lA. 

Mr.  Doyle  J.  Borchers  is  hereby  desig¬ 
nated  as  Chairman  for  the  consultation. 
The  Chairman  shall  fix  the  time,  date, 
and  place  of  later  sessions  and  may  con¬ 
vene,  reconvene,  recess,  and  adjourn  the 
sessions  as  he  deems  appropriate  to  ex¬ 
pedite  the  proceedings. 

State  and  local  authorities  wishing  to 
participate  in  the  consultation  should 
notify  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Doyle  J.  Bor¬ 
chers,  Air  Pollution  Control  Office,  En¬ 
vironmental  Protective  Agency,  Room 
17-82,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20852. 

In  Part  481  the  following  new  sections 
are  proposed  to  be  added  to  read  as  fol¬ 
lows; 

§  481.222  Cedar  Rapids  Intrasialo  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Cedar  Rapids  Intrastate  Air  Qual¬ 
ity  Control  Region  (Iowa)  consists  of 
the  territorial  area  encompassed  by  the 
boimdaries  of  the  following  jurisdictions 
or  described  area  (including  the  terri¬ 
torial  area  of  all  municipalities  (as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  302(f)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  42  U.S.C.  1857h(f))  geographically 
located  within  the  outermost  boundaries 
of  the  area  so  delimited) : 

In  the  State  of  Iowa: 

Benton  CJoiuity.  Jones  County. 

Cedar  County.  Linn  County. 

Iowa  Ck>unty.  Washington  County. 

Johnson  Ck>unty. 
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§  481.223  Fort  Dodge  Intrastate  Air 
Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Fort  Dodge  Intrastate  Air  Quality 
Control  Region  (Iowa)  consists  of  the 
territorial  area  encompassed  by  the 
boundaries  of  the  following  jurisdictions 
or  described  area  (including  the  terri¬ 
torial  area  of  all  miuiicipalities  (as  de¬ 
fined  in  section  302(f)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  42  U.S.C.  1857h(f))  geographically 
located  within  the  outermost  boundaries 
of  the  area  so  delimited) : 

In  the  State  of  Iowa; 

Calhoun  County.  Pocahontas  County. 

Hamilton  County.  Webster  County. 

Humboldt  County.  Wright  County. 

§  481.224  Metropolitan  Des  Moines  In¬ 
trastate  Air  (Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Metropolitan  Des  Moines  Intra¬ 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region  (Iowa) 
consists  of  the  territorial  area  encom¬ 
passed  by  the  boundaries  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  jurisdictions  or  described  area  (in¬ 
cluding  the  territorial  area  of  all  munic¬ 
ipalities  (as  defined  in  section  302(f) 
of  Qie  Clean  Air  Act,  42  U.S.C.  1857h 
(f ) )  geographically  located  within  the 
outermost  boimdaries  of  the  area  so 
delimited) : 

In  the  State  of  Iowa: 

Boone  County.  Marshall  County. 

Dallas  County.  Polk  County. 

Jasper  County.  Story  County. 

Madison  County.  Warren  County. 

Marlon  County. 

§  181.225  Waterloo-Mason  City  Intra¬ 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Waterloo-Mason  City  Intrastate 
Air  Quality  Control  Region  (Iowa)  con¬ 
sists  of  the  territorial  area  encompassed 
by  the  boundaries  of  the  following  juris¬ 
dictions  or  described  area  (including  the 
territorial  area  of  all  municipalities  (as 
defined  in  section  302(f)  of  the  Clean  Air 
Act,  42  U.S.C.  1857h(f))  geographically 
located  within  the  outermost  boundaries 
of  the  area  so  delimited) : 

In  the  State  of  Iowa: 

Black  Hawk  County.  Chickasaw  County. 

Bremer  County.  Fayette  County. 

Buchanan  County.  Floyd  County. 

Butler  County.  Grundy  County. 

Cerro  Gordo  County. 

This  action  is  proposed  imder  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  301(a),  81  Stat.  504; 
42  U.S.C.  1857g(a)  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  15(c)  (2)  of  Public  Law  91-604. 
Dated:  February  16,  1971. 

William  D.  Ruckelshaus, 
Administrator, 
IFR  Doc.71-2346  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 
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[  42  CFR  Part  481  ] 

LINCOLN-BEATRICE-FAIRBURY  IN¬ 
TRASTATE  AIR  QUALITY  CONTROL 
REGION,  NEBRASKA 

Proposed  Designation  of  Region;* 
Consultation  With  Appropriate 
State  and  Local  Authorities 

Notice  is  hereby  given  of  a  proposal 
to  designate  an  intrastate  air  quality 
control  region  in  the  State  of  Nebraska 
as  set  forth  in  the  following  new  §  481.226 
which  would  be  added  to  Part  481  of  Title 
42,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations.  It  is 
proposed  to  make  such  designation  effec¬ 
tive  upon  republication. 

Interested  persons  may  submit  written 
data,  views,  or  arguments  in  triplicate 
to  the  OfiBce  of  the  Acting  Commissioner, 
Air  Pollution  Control  Office,  Room  17- 
82,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20852.  All  relevant  material  received  not 
later  than  30  days  after  the  publication 
of  this  notice  will  be  considered. 

Interested  authorities  of  the  States  of 
Nebraska,  Iowa,  and  South  Dakota,  and 
appropriate  local  authorities,  both  with¬ 
in  and  without  the  proposed  region,  who 
are  affected  by  or  interested  in  the  pro¬ 
posed  designation,  are  hereby  given  no¬ 
tice  of  an  opportunity  to  consult  with 
representatives  of  the  Administrator 
concerning  such  designation.  Such  con¬ 
sultation  will  take  place  at  1  p.m.,  Feb¬ 
ruary  24,  1971,  in  Room  Four,  Federal 
Building  and  Courthouse,  Ninth  and  P 
Streets,  Lincoln,  NE. 

Mr.  Doyle  J.  Borchers  is  hereby  desig¬ 
nated  as  Chairman  for  the  consultation. 
The  Chairman  shall  fix  the  time,  date, 
and  place  of  later  sessions  and  may 
convene,  reconvene,  recess,  and  adjourn 
the  sessions  as  he  deems  appropriate  to 
expedite  the  proceedings. 

State  and  local  authorities  wishing  to 
participate  in  the  consultation  should 
notify  the  Chairman,  Mr.  Doyle  J. 
Borchers,  Air  Pollution  Control  Office, 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  Room 
17-82,  5600  Fishers  Lane,  Rockville,  MD 
20852. 

In  Part  481  the  following  new  section 
is  proposed  to  be  added  to  read  as  follows: 

§  481.226  Llncoln-Beatrice-Fairbury  In¬ 
trastate  Air  Quality  Control  Region. 

The  Lincoln-Beatrice-Fairbury  Intra¬ 
state  Air  Quality  Control  Region  (Ne¬ 
braska)  consists  of  the  territorial  area 
encompassed  by  the  boimdaries  of  the 
following  jurisdictions  or  described  area 
(including  the  territorial  area  of  all 
municipalities  (as  defined  in  section  302 
(f )  of  the  Clean  Air  Act,  42  U.S.C.  1857h 


(f))  geographically  located  within  the 
outermost  boundaries  of  the  area  so 
delimited) : 

In  the  State  of  Nebraska: 

Gage  County,  Lancaster  County. 

Jefferson  County.  Thayer  County. 

This  action  is  proposed  under  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  301(a),  81  Stat.  504, 

42  U.S.C.  1857g(a),  as  amended  by  sec¬ 
tion  15(c)  (2)  of  Public  Law  91-604. 

Dated:  February  16, 1971. 

WiLLLAM  D.  RUCKELSHAUS, 

Administrator. 

(FR  Doc.71-2345  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 

FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

I  47  CFR  Part  73  1 

[Docket  No.  18877:  PCC  71-152] 

INCLUSION  OF  CODED  INFORMA¬ 
TION  IN  TRANSMISSIONS  OF  RADIO 
AND  TV  STATIONS 

Further  Notice  of  Proposed  Rule 
Making 

In  the  matter  of  amendment  of  Part 
73  of  the  Commission's  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  to  permit  the  inclusion  of  coded  in¬ 
formation  in  the  aural  transmissions  of 
radio  and  TV  stations  for  the  purpose  of 
program  identification;  and  possible  reg¬ 
ulations  of  the  parties  preparing  or 
furnishing  coded  material  for  broadcast, 
RM-1589. 

1.  On  June  10,  1970,  the  Commission 
adopted  a  notice  of  proposed  rule  mak¬ 
ing  in  the  above  entitled  matter  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  a  petition  filed  by  Audicom 
Corp.  (Audicom) .  As  extended,  the  dead¬ 
line  for  filing  comments  in  this  proceed¬ 
ing  is  February  15,  1971,  for  comments 
and  March  15, 1971,  for  reply  comments. 

2.  The  aforementioned  notice  invites 
comments  on  the  possible  adoption  of  a 
rule  that  would  permit  the  Insertion  of 
an  appropriate  signal  in  aural  program 
material  which,  when  intercepted  and 
decoded,  would  make  possible  the  auto¬ 
matic  identification  of  the  program  seg¬ 
ment  which  includes  the  signal.  The  pro¬ 
posed  rule  contemplates  that  the  aural 
identification  method  employed  would 
have  technical  parameters  similar  to 
those  of  a  system  developed  by  Audicom. 
As  more  fully  described  in  the  notice, 
this  system  utilizes  a  frequency  modu¬ 
lated  identification  signal,  placed  in  a 
“window”  60  c/s  in  width,  cut  in  the  pro¬ 
gram  material  for  the  duration  of  the 
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signal  transmission  (2  seconds)  at  a 
frequency  of  about  3,000  c/s.  The  maxi¬ 
mum  signal  intensity  would  be  limited 
to  a  level  not  in  excess  of  minus  50  db 
with  respect  to  100  percent  modulation. 
Audicom  alleged  that  an  identification 
signal  of  such  characteristics  would  have 
negligible  adverse  effect  on  the  quality  of 
tlie  transmitted  program;  the  proposed 
rule  requires  that  it  “not  cause  signifi¬ 
cant  degradation  of  broadcast  trans¬ 
mission”. 

3.  International  Digisonics  Corp. 
(IDO,  on  December  2,  1970,  filed  a  peti¬ 
tion  requesting  that  this  proceeding  be 
expand^  to  permit  consideration  of  an 
aural  program  identification  system  de¬ 
vised  by  IDC,  utilizing  a  signal  of  char¬ 
acteristics  substantially  differing  from 
those  stipulated  in  the  proposed  rule.’ 
It  is  IDC’s  contention  that  the  Audicom 
system  offers  Insufficient  protection  for 
the  listener  from  audible  effects,  and 
that  practical  considerations  will  ad¬ 
versely  affect  the  reliability  of  the  pro¬ 
gram  identification  function.  Its  own 
system,  claims  IDC,  is  fi*ee  from  those 
deficiencies.  It  therefore  requests  that 
this  system  be  considered  as  an  alterna¬ 
tive  to  the  one  proposed  by  Audicom,  and 
that  a  further  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  be  issued  for  the  pui’pose  of  fully 
exploring  the  comparative  advantages  of 
the  two  systems.  If  this  action  is  taken, 
states  IDC,  it  will  seek  authorization 
from  the  Commission  to  conduct  on-the- 
air  tests,  and  will  submit  the  results  of 
such  tests  in  this  proceeding  for  the 
scrutiny  of  all  interested  parties. 

4.  Specifically,  IDC  proposes  the  use 
of  a  c^ed  identification  signal  centered 
on  the  frequency  100  c/s,  with  an  occu¬ 
pied  bandwidth  of  20  C/'s.  Information  in 
this  band  would  be  carried  by  pulse  du¬ 
ration  modulation  (PDM) ,  at  a  level  not 
exceeding  minus  12  db  with  respect  to 
the  level  for  100  percent  modulation.  The 
transmission  time  for  any  single  identifi¬ 
cation  code  would  not  exceed  4  seconds. 

5.  This  system  allegedly  does  not  re¬ 
quire  the  excision  of  any  program  ma¬ 
terial,  the  identification  signal  being 
mixed  with  the  aural  program  at  the 
proper  level.  Because  of  the  greatly  re¬ 
duced  perceptibility  of  the  human  ear 
at  the  lower  audiofrequencies,  IDC 
claims  that  an  identification  signal  at 
100  c/s  is  much  less  likely  to  be  perceived 
by  the  broadcast  listener,  under  all  con¬ 
ditions  of  background  noise  and  levels 
of  program  modulation,  than  is  a  signal 
in  the  higher  frequency  range;  this  is 
true,  even  though  it  is  proposed  that  the 
signal  be  inserted  at  a  substantially 
higher  level  than  is  contemplated  in  the 
Audicom  system.  IDC  further  states  that 
the  type  of  modulation  employed,  with 
repeated  sound  bursts  of  relatively  short 
duration  (e.g.,  30  milliseconds  for  a  digi¬ 
tal  “1”  and  60  milliseconds  for  a  digital 
“0”  at  a  90  millisecond  per  bit  rate) ,  has 


’  IDC  was  the  petitioner  for  a  rule  amend¬ 
ment  which  would  permit  the  transmission 
bv  TV  stations  of  a  visual  identification  code. 
In  Docket  18605  (FCC  69-765)  the  Commis¬ 
sion  adopted  such  an  amendment  of  the 
rules  (§  73.682(a)  (22) ). 


a  lower  level  of  perceptibility  than  a  con¬ 
tinuous  signal.  The  transmission  time  for 
the  code,  4  seconds,  is  expected  to  be 
sufficient  for  the  reliable  transmission  of 
20  information  bits.  This  should  permit 
the  encoding  of  approximatly  one  million 
decimal  numbers.  Finally,  it  notes  that 
differences  which  occur  in  the  speed  at 
which  program  material  is  recorded  and 
reproduced,  while  usually  not  sufficiently 
great  to  degrade  the  transmitted  pro¬ 
gram,  can  seriously  affect  the  reliability 
of  an  identification  system  which  de¬ 
pends  on  the  interception  of  a  narrow 
band  of  frequencies  in  the  upper  audio 
range.  The  speed  differences  normally 
encountered  would  have  minimal  effect 
on  the  operation  of  an  identification  sys¬ 
tem  at  100  c/s. 

6.  The  IDC  petition  is  accompanied 
by  a  detailed  description  of  its  system, 
and  is  supported  by  a  report  of  an  ex¬ 
perimental  study  conducted  by  South¬ 
west  Research  Institute  on  behalf  of 
IDC  of  the  perceptibility  levels  of  signals 
at  various  discrete  audiofrequencies, 
transmitted  in  pulses  of  various  lengths. 

7.  In  comments  filed  on  December  7, 
1970,  Audicom  Corp.  supports  IDC’s  pe¬ 
tition.  It  agrees  with  IDC  that  a  further 
notice  of  proposed  rule  making,  enlarg¬ 
ing  the  proceeding  to  take  into  account 
“all  responsible  technical  methods  of  ac¬ 
complishing  an  automated  program 
identification  capability  for  radio  broad¬ 
casting”  would  further  the  public 
interest. 

8.  We  believe  it  is  in  the  public  interest 
to  take  the  action  requested  by  IDC. 
Accordingly,  we  invite  comments  on 
whether  a  rule  should  be  adopted  which 
would  permit  the  transmission  of  aural 
signals  intended  for  automatic  program 
identification,  and,  whether  the  rule,  if 
adopted,  should  specify  a  signal  of  the 
characteristics  proposed  by  Audicom  or 
by  IDC,  or  some  modification  thereof. 

9.  All  matters  discussed  in  the  original 
notice  are,  of  course,  pertinent  to  the 
expanded  proceeding,  and  IDC  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  assume,  in  justifying  its  pro¬ 
posal,  a  burden  identical  in  all  respects 
to  that  imposed  on  Audicom.  Since  the 
IDC  and  Audicom  systems  are  alleged 
to  differ  in  the  degree  to  which  the 
identification  information  affects  pro¬ 
gramming,  and  in  the  level  of  reliability 
at  which  the  identificaton  function  will 
be  performed  under  practical  operating 
conditions,  we  expect  both  parties,  in 
the  tests  we  are  requiring  them  to  make, 
to  thoroughly  investigate  these  aspects 
of  their  respective  systems,  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  the  results  in  a  form  susceptible  to 
comparative  evaluation. 

Possible  regulation  of  the  parties  pre¬ 
paring  or  furnishing  coded  material  for 
broadcast.  10.  There  is  one  other  matter 
on  which  we  believe  comments  should  be 
invited  at  this  time.  In  connection  with 
the  use  of  the  visual  identification  code, 
the  Commission  has  previously  been 
urged  infonnally  to  require  that  prior 
notice  be  given  to  radio  stations  which 
are  being  supplied  with  coded  program 
material.  In  a  comment  filed  on  Decem¬ 
ber  14,  1970,  In  the  instant  proceeding, 
Storer  Broadcasting  Co.  insists  that  the 


public  Interest  requires  that  the  place¬ 
ment  of  codes  in  program  material  be 
directly  regulated  and  proposes  that  each 
entity  furnishing  encoded  material  to 
broadcast  stations  be  licensed  by  the 
Commission,  pursuant  to  an  application 
setting  forth  its  legal,  technical  and  fi¬ 
nancial  qualifications,  and  the  purposes 
for  which  the  encoding  authority  is  re¬ 
quested. 

11.  Storer  would  also  have  us  require 
by  rule  that  each  entity  so  licensed  fur¬ 
nish  the  Commission  with  the  written 
consent  of  all  stations  who  will  transmit 
the  encoded  messages  “as  is  required  by 
the  present  rebroadcast  rules”,  and  re¬ 
quire  that  each  encoded  item  be  identi¬ 
fied  as  such,  and  that  the  licensed  en¬ 
tity  affirmatively  represent  that  the  en¬ 
coded  matter  is  in  compliance  with 
Commission  rules  and  applicable  stat¬ 
utes.  It  is  Storer’s  contention  that  with¬ 
out  such  safeguards  broadcast  stations 
may  unwittingly  transmit  codes  which 
do  not  meet  the  technical  standards,  or 
which  are  used  to  further  some  illegal 
activity,  such  as  gambling. 

12.  At  this  time  we  are  not  espousing 
Storer’s  proposal,  which,  of  course,  would 
apply  to  the  recently  authorized  visual 
coding  as  well  as  to  the  aural  transmis¬ 
sions  which  are  the  subject  of  this  pro¬ 
ceeding.  Nor  are  we  now  persuaded  that 
regulation  of  this  type  is  desirable.  Some 
of  the  arguments  advanced  and  men¬ 
tioned  above  appear  to  overstate  the  need 
for  such  regulation  and  the  problems  it 
would  be  designed  to  meet.  For  example, 
if  they  prescreen  material  furnished  for 
TV  broadcast  (as  they  should  under  good 
operating  practice)  licensees  will  cer¬ 
tainly  know  that  it  contains  coded  mate¬ 
rial,  and  at  least  in  general  the  nature 
of  the  material.  As  to  use  for  illegal  pur¬ 
poses,  all  broadcast  material  may  present 
this  possibility,  if  used  persons  in¬ 
clined  to  do  so  and  with  sufficient  in¬ 
genuity,  and  it  is  not  readily  apparent 
how  the  problem  would  be  intensified,  at 
least  with  respect  to  the  visual  material 
which  is  now  authorized.  Moreover,  in¬ 
sofar  as  the  Storer  request  is  for  licens¬ 
ing  of  entitles  involved  in  the  encoding 
of  material  or  furnishing  of  it,  it  might 
present  problems  in  terms  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  licensing  authority,  which  in 
general  is  confined  to  stations  and  trans¬ 
mitter  operators.® 

13.  How’ever,  as  noted  above  the  use  of 
the  encoding  system  authorized  for  tele¬ 
vision  has  presented  some  problems  in 
practice,  and  it  is  conceivable  that  some 
regulation  along  the  lines  discussed 
might  be  desirable.  Therefore,  we  invite 
and  will  consider  comments  upon  pos¬ 
sible  regulation  along  the  lines  proposed 
by  Storer  and  discussed  above,  and  in 
particular  upon  the  following  questions; 


“  Other  specific  areas  of  jurisdiction  in¬ 
clude  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  devices 
which  may  interfere  with  radio  reception, 
certain  aspects  of  TV  receiver  design,  and 
studios  which  provide  programs  for  broad¬ 
cast  by  foreign  stations  whose  signals  are 
received  in  the  United  States.  See  sections 
302(a),  303(s),  and  325(b)  of  the  Communi¬ 
cations  Act  of  1934,  as  amended. 
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(1)  Whether  such  regulation  is  nec¬ 
essary  or  desirable; 

(2)  Whether  and  to  what  extent  it  is 
within  the  Commission’s  power  to  adopt 
regulations  such  as  the  Ucensing  of  en¬ 
tities  engaged  in  the  encoding  of  mate¬ 
rial  for  broadcast  or  others  (such  as 
advertisers  or  their  agencies)  furnishing 
such  material  to  stations;  and 

(3)  If  it  is  desirable,  what  form  such 
regulation  should  take  and  what  types 
of  parties  should  be  subject  to  it. 

Parties  may  also  wish  to  discuss  whether 
there  is  more  or  less  need  for  such  regu¬ 
lation  in  connection  with  aural  mate¬ 
rial  than  with  the  television  material 
involved  up  to  now  (for  example,  because 
of  the  greater  number  of  radio  stations) . 

14.  Storer  also  urges  that  our  rules  be 
amended  to  permit  coding  to  be  used  by 
licensees  “for  purposes  directly  related 
to  the  operation  of  the  station”.  As  an 
example  it  cites  the  use  of  coding  in  all 
program  material,  so  that  the  broad¬ 
caster  “has  the  opportimity,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  rule,  to  enable  it  to 
encode  and  decode  all  program  and  com¬ 
mercial  material  transmitted  on  the 
station,  thus  providing  the  station  with 
a  complete  tape  or  computer  print-out  of 
the  entire  program  schedule  •  *  •  The 
resulting  program  schedule  would  then 
be  available  to  resolve  any  controversy 
which  might  arise  as  to  which  comjner- 
cials  were  or  were  not  transmitted  by  the 
station.  The  schedule  also  could  be  use¬ 
ful  for  internal  station  purposes,  such 
as  billing  and  program-logging”.  As  an¬ 
other  use  of  coding  by  the  broadcaster, 
Storer  suggests  its  employment  for  re¬ 
mote  control  telemetering  and  logging  of 
transmitter  operation. 

15.  The  present  rule  for  visual  program 
Identification,  §  73.682(a)  (2),  permits 
broadcast  stations  to  transmit  signals  of 
specified  characteristics  for  the  purpose 


of  “electronic  identification  of  programs 
and  spot  announcements”.  The  proposed 
rules  for  aural  identification  signals  are 
similar  in  this  respect.  The  rules  do  not 
specify  who  shall  code  the  transmitted 
programs,  or  who  shall  monitor  them. 
Thus,  we  think  that  no  change  is  neces¬ 
sary  in  either  rule  to  permit  the  first 
kind  of  usage  Storer  proposes.  On  the 
other  hand,  these  rules  would  not  per¬ 
mit  the  transmission  of  such  signals  for 
station  telemetry.  As  we  have  previously 
emphasized,  the  inclusion  of  coded  sig¬ 
nals  for  program  identification  in  that 
part  of  the  broadcast  emission  which 
contains  sound  or  picture  information  is 
justified  only  because  the  successful 
performance  of  the  program  identifica¬ 
tion  function,  which  we  have  found  to  be 
in  the  public  interest,  requires  that  the 
identification  code  be  an  integrated  part 
of  the  program  material.  This  is  not  the 
case  for  signals  intended  for  the  trans¬ 
mission  of  operational  data  from  a 
broadcast  transmitter  to  a  remote  con¬ 
trol  p>oint.  Such  signals  can  and  should 
be  kept  separate  from  the  normal 
broadcast  transmission.  The  PM  rules 
already  provide  for  the  use  of  a  subcar¬ 
rier  for  the  transmission  of  telemetered 
information,  and  §  73.67(c)  of  the  AM 
rules  permits  tone  telemetering  at  fre¬ 
quencies  below  30  c.p.s.  While  no  com¬ 
parable  provision  is  made  in  the  TV 
rules,  it  is  undoubtedly  feasible  to  ac¬ 
commodate  such  a  fimction  in  television 
station  emissions  without  infringement 
on  program  material.  However,  we  do 
not  think  the  instant  proceeding  is  an 
appropriate  vehicle  in  which  to  consider 
rules  which  might  make  this  possible. 
Accordingly,  we  will  not  enlarge  the 
instant  proceeding  to  encompass  this 
part  of  the  Storer  proposal. 

16.  Both  parties  are  expected,  pmsu- 
ant  to  Commission  authorization,  to 


conduct  on-the-air  tests  of  their  systems, 
and  to  file  reports  of  the  results  of  these 
tests  in  this  proceeding.  We  now  set 
Jirne  1,  1971,  as  the  deadline  for  the 
submission  of  such  reports.  Since  we  in¬ 
tend  to  afford  other  interested  parties 
the  owjortunity  to  prepare  their  com¬ 
ments  in  the  light  of  the  test  results,  the 
times  for  filing  comments  and  reply 
comments,  as  set  forth  below,  are  so 
chosen  as  to  make  this  possible. 

17.  Authority  for  adoption  of  rule 
amendments  of  the  nature  proposed 
herein  is  found  in  sections  4  (i)  and  (j) 
and  303  of  the  Commimications  Act  of 
1934,  as  amended. 

18.  Pursuant  to  applicable  procedures 
set  forth  in  §  1.415  of  the  Commission’s 
rules,  interested  parties  may  file  com¬ 
ments  on  or  before  July  1,  1971,  and 
reply  comments  on  or  before  August  2, 
1971.  All  relevant  and  timely  comments 
and  reply  comments  will  be  considered 
by  the  Commission  before  final  action  is 
taken  in  this  proceeding.  In  reaching  a 
decision  herein,  the  Commission  may  also 
take  into  account  other  relevant  in¬ 
formation  before  it,  in  addition  to  the 
specific  comments  invited  by  this  notice. 

19.  In  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  §  1.419  of  the  rules,  an  original  and 
14  copies  of  all  comments,  reply  com¬ 
ments,  pleadings,  briefs,  and  other  docu¬ 
ments  shall  be  furnished  the  Commis¬ 
sion. 

Adopted:  February  10,  1971. 

Released;  February  16,  1971. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.71-2364  Filed  2-19-71;8:48  am] 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 

Fiscal  Service 

ISSUE  OF  UNITED  STATES  SECURITIES 
BEARING  FACSIMILE  SIGNATURES 
OF  FORMER  SECRETARIES  OF  THE 

TREASURY 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  5  U.S.C. 
301,  in  the  issue  of  United  States  secu¬ 
rities  under  the  Second  Liberty  Bond 
Act.  as  amended,  codified  in  Title  31, 
United  States  Code,  Chapter  12, 1  hereby 
authorize  the  use  of  all  stocks  on  hand, 
or  on  order,  bearing  the  signatme  of  any 
former  Secretary  of  the  Treasury,  where 
(a)  such  securities  are  issued  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  issue,  or  under  a  continuing  offer; 
and  (b)  such  secm-ities  are  to  be  issued 
pursuant  to  a  new  offer  hereafter  made 
and  stocks  therefor  bearing  my  signature 
are  not  available  for  timely  delivery. 

This  authorization  shall  be  effective 
immediately. 

Dated;  February  11,  1971. 

[seal]  John  B.  Connally, 

Secretary  of  the  Treasury. 

[PR  Doc.71-2347  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


DEPARTMENT  DF  THE  INTERIDR 

Geological  Survey 

[Order  6] 

ALASKA 

Coal  Land  Classification 

Pursuant  to  authority  under  the  Act 
of  March  3,  1879  (20  Stat.  394;  43  U.S.C. 
31),  and  as  delegated  to  me  by  Depart¬ 
mental  Order  2563,  May  2,  1950,  under 
authority  of  Reorganization  Plan  No.  3 
of  1950  (64  Stat.  1262),  the  following  de¬ 
scribed  lands,  insofar  as  title  thereto 
remains  in  the  United  States,  are  hereby 
classified  as  shown: 

Fairbanks  Meridian 

COAL  LANDS 

T.  10  S.,  R.  1  E.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  5,  SVi: 

Sec.  6,  sy2: 

Secs.  7  and  8; 

Sec.9,  WVa: 

Sec.  16,W>4: 

Secs.  17  to  20,  inclusive; 

Sec.  21,  W>/2: 

Sec.  28,  WVi: 

Secs.  29  and  30; 

Sec.  31,N«/2: 

Sec.  32.  Ni/aNEVi,  NW>4. 

T.  10  S.,  R.  1  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  1.  SEV4; 

Sec.  11.SE^^; 

Secs.  12  to  14,  inclusive: 

Sec.  15,  SE>4; 

Sec.21,SE>4: 

Sec.  22.NEV4.SV4: 

Secs.  23  to  28,  inclusive; 
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Sec.  29,SV4; 

Secs.  31  to  34,  inclusive; 

Sec.  35,  NV4,  N«/2SWV4,  SWV4SWV4,  NJS 
SEV4; 

Sec.  36.NV4. 

T.  11  S.,  R.  1  W.,  unsurveyed, 

Sec.3,N>/2NWV4; 

Sec.  4,NV4Ni/2; 

Sec.  5,  NV4NV4; 

Sec.  6,  N1/2NEV4.  SWV4NEV4,  NWV4,  NV4 
SWV4.NWV4SEV4; 

Sec.  15.SWV4; 

Sec.  16,  SEV4; 

Sec.  2l,NEV4; 

Sec.  22,  WV4NEt/4,  SEV4NEV4,  NWV4,  NEV4 
SWV4.Ni/2SEV4: 

Sec.  23,  SI/2NWV4,  N1/2SWV4.  SE14; 

Sec.  24,  Sy2SWV4. 

T.  10  S.,  R.  2  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  35.  Ni/a,  Ny2SWV4.  SE14SWV4,  SEV^; 

Sec.  36. 

T.  11  S.,  R.  2  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  1,  Ni/a,  NE14SWV4,  Ny2SEV4; 

Sec.  2,nev4Nev4: 

Sec.  3,  sy2SWV4; 

Sec.  4.  SEV4SWV4,  sy2SEV4; 

Sec.  7,sy2sy2: 

Sec.  8,sev4Nev4,  SV4: 

Secs.  9  and  10; 

Sec.  11,  sy2NEV4,  wi/a,  SEV4; 

Sec.  12.  WV4SWV4,  SEV4SWV4; 

Secs.  13  to  15,  inclusive; 

Sec.  16,  NEy4,  Ny2NWV4,  SWV4NW‘4,  WV4 
SWIA: 

Sec.  17" 

Sec.  18’,  Ni/a,  Ny2SWV4.  SEV4SWV4,  SEV4; 

Sec.  20,Ny2NEi4,  NE14NWV4; 

Sec.  21,  NEV4.  Ny2NWV4,  NE14SEV4; 

Sec.  22.  NV4,  NyaSWiA,  SEV4; 

Sec.  23; 

Sec.  24.  NWV4NEV4,  NWV4,  NWy4SWV4. 

T.  9  S.,  R.  3  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  17,SWV4; 

Secs.  18  to  20,  Inclusive; 

Sec.  21,SWV4: 

Secs.  28  to  33,  inclusive. 

T.  10  S..  R.  3  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Secs.  4  to  9,  Inclusive; 

Secs.  16  to  22,  inclusive; 

Sec.  26,  SWV4; 

Secs.  27  to  30,  inclusive; 

Sec.  31,  Ni/zNi/a,  SWV4NWV4; 

Sec.  32,NWy4NWV4; 

Sec.  33,  Ni/aNi/a; 

Sec.  34,  NyaNi/a; 

Sec.35,Ny2NWV4. 

T.  11  S.,  R.  3  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  ll.Si/aSyz: 

Sec.  12,  S14SWV4.  Ni/aSEVi; 

Sec.  i3.Ny2,Ny2SV4; 

Sec.  14,  NEV4,  NE14NWV4. 

T.  9  S.,  R.  4  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Secs.  13  to  15,  inclusive; 

Secs.  21  to  29,  inclusive; 

Secs.  31  to  36,  inclusive. 

T.  10  S.,  R.  4  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Secs.  1  to  6,  inclusive: 

Sec.  7,  Ni/a,  Ny2SWV4.  SEV4; 

Secs.  8  to  17,  inclusive: 

Sec.  18,  NEy4NEy4,  SEV4SEV4; 

Sec.  19,Ey2NEV4; 

Sec.  20,  Nya,  Ny2SWV4.  SEV4SWV4.  SE»4; 
Secs.  21  to  26,  Inclusive; 

Sec.  27,  NEiA,  Ny2NWV4.  SEV4NWV4,  NV4 
SEV4,  SEV4SEV4: 

Sec.  28,NEV4NEV4: 

Sec.  35,Ny2NEy4,sEy4NEV4.NV4Nwv4: 

Sec.  36,  Ni/a,  NV4SWy4,  NWy4SEV4. 

T.  11  8.,  R.  4  W.,  unsurveyed. 

Sec.  3,swy4swv4; 


Sec.4,sy2SWV4,SEV4; 

Sec.  5,  SEV4SEV4; 

Sec.  7,  NEV4,  SyaNWV4,  SV4; 

Secs.  8  to  10,  inclusive; 

Sec.  11,  sy2NEV4,  WV4,  SEV4; 

Sec.  12,  WV4SWV4: 

Sec.  13,  wy2NWV4; 

Sec.  14,  Ni/a,  SWV4,  Ny2SEV4; 

Secs.  15  to  19,  inclusive; 

Sec.  20,  NJ/a,  SWV4,  SWV4SEV4; 

Sec.  21,  N>^NV4,  SWV4NWV4; 

Sec.  22,  NWV4NWV4; 

Sec.  30,NWV4NEV4,Ny2NWV4. 

T.  12  S.,  R.  7  W.,  partially  surveyed. 

Sec.  7; 

Sec.  8,  lots  1  to  3,  inclusive; 

Sec.  17,  lots  1  to  4,  Inclusive,  wy2SWV4; 

Secs.  18  and  19; 

Sec.  20,  lots  1  to  4,  inclusive,  WJ/aNW^, 
SEP^NW^^,SW^^: 

Sec.  28,  lot  1; 

Sec.  29,  lots  1  and  4,  Wy2NE«4,  SE(4NE>4, 
NWi4,Ny2SW'/4: 

Sec.  30; 

Sec.  31,  lot  1,  NE^^NW^^. 

T.  12  S.,  R.  8  W.,  partially  surveyed. 

Sec.  25; 

Sec.  36,  lots  1  to  4,  Inclusive,  NEV4NE«4, 

sy2Ny2,Ny2Sw%. 

The  area  described  aggregates  about 
88,901  acres. 

W.  A.  Radlinski, 

Acting  Director. 

February  8, 1971. 

[FR  Doc.71-2335  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Agricultural  Research  Service 

[PPD  639] 

JAPANESE  BEETLE  AND  CERTAIN 
OTHER  PESTS 

List  of  Approved  Laboratories  Author¬ 
ized  To  Receive  Interstate  Ship¬ 
ments  of  Soil  Samples  for  Process¬ 
ing,  Testing,  or  Analysis 

Pursuant  to  the  Japanese  Beetle, 
White-Fringed  Beetle,  European  Chafer, 
Soybean  Cyst  Nematode,  Witchweed, 
Imported  Fire  Ant,  and  Golden  Nema¬ 
tode  Quarantines  (Notices  of  Quarantine 
Nos.  48,  72,  77,  79,  80,  81,  and  85;  7  CFR 
301.48,  301.72,  301.77,  301.79,  301.80, 
301.81,  and  301.85) ,  under  sections  8  and 
9  of  the  Plant  Quarantine  Act  of  1912,  as 
amended,  and  section  106  of  the  Federal 
Plant  Pest  Act  (7  U.S.C.  161, 162, 150ee), 
the  list  of  laboratories  operating  under  a 
compliance  agreement  and  approved 
under  said  quarantines  to  receive  inter¬ 
state  shipments  of  soil  samples  for  proc¬ 
essing,  testing,  or  analysis  is  hereby 
revised  as  follows: 

Laboratory  and  Address 

A 

A  &  H  Corporation  Consulting  Engineers, 
Carbondale,  Ill. 


FEDERAL  REGISTER,  VOL.  36,  NO.  35— SATURDAY,  FEBRUARY  20,  1971 


NOTICES 


3273 


A  &  H  Corporation  Consulting  Engineers, 
Peoria,  IlL 

Abbott  Laboratories,  North  Chicago,  HI.* 
Ackenhell,  A.  C.,  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Pitts¬ 
burgh,  Pa. 

Agrico  Chemical  Co.,  Washington  Court 
House,  Ohio. 

Agrico  Chemical  Co.,  Baltimore,  Md.* 
Agricultural  Service  Laboratories,  Pharr, 
Tex. 

Allied  Chemical  Corp.,  Morristown,  N.J. 
Alscope  Limited,  Bakersfield,  Calif.* 
American  Cyanamld,  Princeton,  N.J. 
American  Oil  Co.,  Soil  Laboratories, 
Rochelle,  Ga. 

American  Oil  Co.,  Soil  Laboratories,  Hol¬ 
land,  Tex. 

American  Oil  Co.,  Soli  Testing  Labtoratory, 
Yoder,  Ind. 

Ameron,  South  Gate,  Calif. 

Analysis  Laboratories.  Inc.,  Metairie,  La. 
Analytical  Chemists  &  Engineers,  El  Paso, 
Tex.* 

Anco  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  St.  Louis, 
Mo. 

Ansul  Co.  (The) ,  Marinette,  Wis. 

Applied  Oceanographies,  Inc.,  San  Diego, 
Calif.* 

Arco  Chemical  Co.,  Fort  Madison,  Iowa. 
Arizona,  University  of,  Tucson,  Ariz. 

Arizona,  University  of.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
cultural  Chemistry  and  Soils,  Tucson,  Arlz.* 
Arizona,  University  of.  Department  of  Plant 
Pathology,  Tucson,  Arlz.* 

Arizona  State  University,  Tempe,  Ariz. 
Arizona  State  University,  Department  of 
Anthropology,  Tempe,  Ariz.* 

Arizona  State  University,  Department  of 
Plant  Pathology,  Tempe,  Ariz.* 

Arizona  Testing  Laboratory.  Phoenix,  Ariz. 
Arkansas,  University  of.  Experiment  Sta¬ 
tion.  Fayetteville,  Ark. 

Arkansas,  University  of.  Experiment  Sta¬ 
tion,  Marianna,  Ark. 

Asphalt  Institute  (The) ,  College  Park,  Md. 
Asphalt  Technology,  Bellmawr,  N.J. 
Associated  Laboratories,  Orange,  Calif. 
Astrotech  Inc.,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Atlanta  Testing  &  Engineeiing  Co.,  Atlanta, 
Ga. 

Auburn  University,  Soil  Testing  Laboratory, 
Auburn,  Ala. 

B 

Babcock,  Edward  S.,  and  Sons,  Riverside, 
Calif. 

Baker,  Michael,  Inc.,  Rochester,  Pa. 

Barbot,  D.  C.,  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Florence, 
S.C. 

Barrow-Agee  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Memphis, 
Tenn.* 

Beckman,  Inc.,  Mlcrobics  Operations,  La- 
Habra,  Calif. 

Beckman  Instruments,  Inc.,  Fullerton, 
Calif.* 

Biological  Testing  &  Research  Laboratory, 
Lindsay,  Calif.* 

Boring  Soils  &  Testing  Co.,  Inc.,  Harrisburg, 
Pa. 

Boswell,  J.  G.,  Co.,  Corcoran,  Calif.* 
Brandley,  Relnard  W.,  Sacramento,  Calif.* 
Braun,  Skaggs,  &  Kevorkian  Engineering, 
Inc.,  Fresno,  Calif. 

Bristol  Laboratories,  Syracuse,  N.Y.* 
Brookslde  Research  Laboratories,  Inc.,  New 
Knoxvil.  ,Ohlo.* 

Brown  &  Root-Northrop  IRL,  Houston,  Tex. 
Brucker  &  Thacker,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 
c 

California,  University  of.  Botany  Depart¬ 
ment,  Davis,  Calif.* 

California,  University  of.  Department  of 
Civil  Engineering,  Davis,  Calif.* 

California,  University  of.  Department  of 
Food  Science  and  Technology,  Davis,  Calif.* 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  document. 


California,  University  of.  School  of  Social 
Sciences,  Irvine,  Calif.* 

California,  University  of.  Soils  and  Plant 
Nutrition,  Riverside,  Calif.* 

Califomia,  University  of.  Department  of 
Anthropology,  Santa  Barbara,  Calif.* 

Califomia  Institute  of  Technology,  Pasa¬ 
dena,  Calif.* 

California  Testing  laboratories,  Los  Ange¬ 
les,  Calif. 

Campbell  Soup  Co.,  Camden,  NJ.* 

Campbell  Soup  Co.,  Riverton,  N.J. 

Capozzoli,  Louis  J.,  &  Associates,  Inc., 
Baton  Rouge,  La. 

Carpenter  Construction  Co.,  Inc.,  Virginia 
Beach,  Va. 

Central  Chemical  Co.  (The),  Fresno,  Calif.* 
Central  Michigan  University,  Department 
of  Biology,  Mount  Pleasant,  Mich.* 

Central  Valley  Laboratory,  Fresno,  Calif. 
Chemagro  Corporation,  Kansas  City,  Mo.* 
Chembac  Laboratories,  Charlotte,  N.C. 
Chemical  Service  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Jeffer¬ 
sonville,  Ind. 

Chevron  Chemical  Co.,  Fresno,  Calif. 
Chevron  Chemical  Co.,  Richmond,  Calif. 
Chevron  Oil  Field  Research  Co.,  La  Habra, 
Calif. 

Clarkson  Laboratory  &  Supply,  Inc.,  San 
Diego,  Calif.* 

Clemson  University,  Clemson,  S.C. 

Clinton  Cora  Processing  Co.,  Clinton,  Iowa.* 
Coastal  Studies  Institute,  Baton  Rouge, 
La. 

Coenen  &  Associates  Engineers,  Newport 
News,  Va. 

Colorado,  University  of,  Boulder,  Colo. 
Colorado,  University  of.  Department  of 
Geological  Sciences,  Boulder,  Colo.* 

Colorado  State  University,  Fort  Collins, 
Colo. 

Colorado  State  University,  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Fort  Collins,  Colo.* 

Commercial  Testing  &  Engineering  Co., 
Chicago,  Ill.* 

Consolidated  Cigar  Corp.,  Glastonbury, 
Conn. 

Construction  Aggregates  Corp.,  Ferrysburg, 
Mich. 

Contractors  &  Engineers  Service,  Inc., 
Fayetteville,  N.C. 

Contractors  &  Engineers  Service,  Inc., 
Goldsboro,  N.C. 

Converse,  Davis,  &  Associates,  Pasadena, 
Calif.* 

Cook  Research  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Menlo 
Park.  Calif. 

Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Aurora,  Colo. 

Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Houma,  La. 

Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Lafayette,  La. 

Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  New  Orleans,  La. 
Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Shreveport,  La. 

Core  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Dallas,  Tex. 

Gore  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Casper,  Wyo. 

Cornell  Aeronautical  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Buf¬ 
falo,  N.Y.* 

Cornell  University,  Ithaca,  N.Y. 

Cornell  University,  Department  of  Agron¬ 
omy,  Ithaca,  N.Y.* 

Cornell  University,  Department  of  Flori¬ 
culture  and  Ornamental  Horticulture,  Ithaca, 
N.Y.* 

Craig  Testing  Laboratories,  Mays  Landing, 
N.J. 

Crandall,  Leroy,  %nd  Associates,  Los  An¬ 
geles,  Calif.* 

Custom  Farm  Services,  Inc.,  East  Point, 
Ga.* 

Custom  Farm  Services,  Inc.,  East  Point, 
Ga.* 

D 

Dade  County  Soils  Laboratory,  Homestead, 
Fla. 

Dames  &  Moore,  Los  Angeles,  Calif.* 

Dames  &  Moore,  Redwood  City,  Calif. 
Dames  &  Moore,  San  Francisco,  Calif.* 
Dames  &  Moore,  Atlanta,  Ga.* 

Dames  &  Moore,  New  York,  N.T.* 


Dames  &  Moore,  Houston,  Tex.* 

D’Appolonla,  E.,  Consulting  Engineers,  Inc., 
Pittsburgh,  Pa. 

Daby  Three  Expert  Co.,  Kent,  Ohio. 

Daylin  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles, 
Calif. 

Del  Monte  Corp.,  San  Leandro,  Calif. 

Del  Monte  Corp.,  Walnut  Creek,  Calif. 

Delta  Testing  &  Inspection,  Inc.,  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

Delta  Testing  &  Inspection,  Inc.,  Lafay¬ 
ette,  La. 

Delta  Testing  &  Inspection,  Inc.,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  La. 

Denver,  University  of,  Denver,  Colo. 

Denver,  University  of.  Department  of  Ge¬ 
ography,  Denver,  Colo.* 

Dering,  David  A.,  &  Associates,  City  of 
Industry,  Calif.* 

Diamond  Shamrock  Corp.,  Painesville, 
Ohio. 

Dickinson  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Mobile,  Ala. 
Dixie  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Mobile,  Ala. 

Dow  Chemical  Co.,  Walnut  Creek,  Calif.* 
Dow  Chemical  Co.,  Midland,  Mich.* 
du  Pont  de  Nemours,  E.  I.  &  Co.,  Inc., 
Wilmington,  Del. 

Duke  University,  Durham,  N.C. 

Duke  University,  Department  of  Botany, 
Durham,  N.C.* 

Duke  University,  Department  of  Zoology, 
Durham,  N.C.* 

E 

Eagle  Iron  Works,  Des  Moines,  Iowa.* 
Earlham  College,  Richmond,  Ind. 

Earlham  College,  Department  of  Biology, 
Richmond,  Ind.* 

Ecto  Engineers  &  Associates,  Baton  Rouge, 

La. 

Eleo  Engineers  &  Associates,  Houston,  Tex. 
Eisenhauer  Laboratories  (The),  Loe  An¬ 
geles,  Calif. 

Ellerbe  Architect,  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Elmira  College,  Elmira,  N.Y. 

Elmira  College,  Department  of  Botany,  El¬ 
mira,  N.Y.* 

Empire  Soils  Investigations,  Groton,  N.Y.  . 
Engineers  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Jackson,  Miss. 
Engineers  Testing  Laboratories,  Phoenix, 
Ariz. 

Esso  Research  &  Engineering  Company, 
Linden,  N.J.* 

Etco  Engineers  &  Associates,  Houston,  Tex.* 
Eustls  Engineering  Co.,  Metairie,  La. 

Evans,  Jay,  Testing  Laboratory,  Albany,  Ga. 
Evans,  L.  T.,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif. 

'  r 

Farm  Clinic  (The) ,  West  Lafayette,  Ind,* 
Farr  Co.,  El  Sequndo,  Calif.* 

FEC  Fertilizer  Co.,  Homstead,  Fla. 

Federal  Chemical  Co.,  Columbus,  Ohio. 
Federal  Chemical  Co.,  Nashville,  Tenn. 
Florida,  University  of,  Gainesville,  Fla. 
Florida,  University  of.  Lake  Alfred,  Fla. 
Florida  Department  of  Agriculture,  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Plant  Industry  Laboratory,  Gaines¬ 
ville,  Fla.* 

Florida  Department  of  Agriculture,  Talla¬ 
hassee,  Fla. 

Florida  Department  of  Agriculture,  Pesti¬ 
cide  Residual  Program,  Tallahassee,  Fla.* 
Florida  State  University,  Tallahassee,  Fla. 
Florida  State  University,  Department  of 
Geology,  Tallahassee,  Fla.* 

Florida  Testing  Laboratories,  Inc.,  St. 
Petersburg,  Fla. 

Flowers  Analytical  Laboratories,  Altamonte 
Springs,  Fla. 

Flowers  Chemical  Laboratories,  Altamonte 
Springs,  Fla.* 

Foley,  Hubert  L.,  Jr.,  New  Albany,  Miss. 
Food  &  Drug  Research  Laboratories,  Inc., 
Maspeth,  N.Y.* 

Ford  County  Farm  Bvureau,  Melvin,  HI. 
Foundation  Service  Co.  (The) ,  Enola,  Pa. 
Fresno  Field  Station,  Fresno,  Calif. 
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Proehling  &  Robertson,  Inc.,  Richmond, 
Va.i 

Pruco  &  Associates,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Fuller  Co.,  Allentown,  Pa.» 

PullCT  Co.,  Catasauqua,  Pa.* 

G 

Oelgy  Chemical  Corp.,  Ardsley,  N.T.* 

Oeneral  Electric  Research  &  Development 
Center,  Schenectady,  N.Y.* 

General  Foods  Corp.,  Woodburn,  Oreg.* 
General  Testing  Laboratory,  Kansas  City, 
Mo. 

Geo-Smvey,  Inc.,  Camp  Hill,  Pa. 

Geo-Testing,  Inc.,  San  Rafael,  Calif.* 
Geochemical  Smvey,  Dallas,  Tex.* 

Geologic  Associates,  Franklin,  Tenn. 

Geologic  Associates,  Knoxville,  Tenn. 

Georgia,  Department  of  State  Highways, 
Forest  Park,  Ga.* 

Georgia,  University  of,  Athens,  Ga. 

Georgia,  University  of.  Experiment,  Ga. 
Georgia,  University  of,  Tifton,  Ga. 

Georgia  Testing  Laboratory,  Atlanta,  Ga. 
Geotechnical  Consultants,  Inc.,  Glendale, 
Calif. 

Gillen  Engineering  Co.,  Metairie,  La. 

Glrdler  Foundation  &  Exploration  Co., 
Lenexa,  Va. 

Glassmlre,  S.  H.,  &  Associates,  Metairie,  La.* 
Gore  Engineering,  Inc.,  Metairie,  La. 

Gorrlll,  William  R.,  Consulting  Agency, 
Orington,  Maine. 

Grace,  W.  R.,  &  Co.,  Port  Pierce,  Fla. 

Grace,  W.  R.,  &  Co.,  Nashville,  Tenn. 

Green  Engineering  Co.,  Sewlckley,  Pa. 
Growers  Chemical  Corp.,  Milan,  Ohio. 

Gulf  Coast  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc., 
Corpus  Christl,  Tex. 

Gulf  Oil  Corp.,  Forest  City,  Iowa. 

Gulf  South  Research  Institute,  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

Gulf  South  Research  Institute,  New  Or¬ 
leans,  La. 

GX  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Golden,  Colo.* 

H 

Hampton  Roads  Testing  Laboratories,  New¬ 
port  News,  Va. 

Hanks,  Abbot  A.,  Testing  Laboratory,  San 
Francisco,  Calif. 

Harding,  Miller,  Lawson,  &  Associates,  San 
Rafael,  Calif.* 

Harris  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Phoenix,  Ariz.* 
Harris  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Phoenix,  Arlz.* 
Harris  laboratories,  Inc.,  Lexington,  Nebr.* 
Harris,  Frederick  R.,  Inc.,  Woodbrldge, 
N.J.* 

Harvard  University,  Cambridge,  Mass. 
Harvard  University,  Soil  Mechanics  Lab¬ 
oratory,  Cambridge,  Mass.* 

Harza  Engineering  Co.,  Chicago,  HI.* 
Hawley  &  Hawley,  Assayers  and  Chemists, 
Inc.,  Tucson,  Arlz.® 

Haynes,  John  H.,  Consulting  Engineer, 
Dallas,  Tex. 

Hazleton  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Falls  Church, 
Va. 

Hector  Supply  Co.,  Miami,  Fla. 

Heinrichs  Geoxploration  Co.,  Tucson,  Arlz.* 
Heinz,  H.  J.,  Bowling  Green,  Ohio. 

Hemphill  Corp.,  Tulsa.  Okla. 

Herbert  &  Associates,  Virginia  Beach,  Va. 
Hercules  Inc.,  Wilmington,  Del. 
Hoffmann-Laroche,  Inc.,  Nutley,  N.J. 
Horvltz  Research  Laboratories,  Houston, 
Tex. 

Himter  College,  New  York,  N.Y. 

Hunter  College,  Department  of  Anthro¬ 
pology,  New  York,  N.Y.* 

Hyster  Co.,  Portland,  Oreg.* 

I 

Idaho,  University  of.  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  Biochemistry  ‘and  Soils,  Moscow, 
Idaho.* 

IIT  Research  Institute,  Chicago,  HI.* 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  document. 


NOTICES 

Hlinois,  University  of,  Urbana,  Ill. 

Hllnois,  University  of.  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Urbana,  HI.* 

Hlinois,  University  of.  Department  of  Civil 
Engineering,  Urbana,  HI.* 

Indiana  Farm  Bureau  Co-op,  Indianapolis, 
Ind. 

Indiana  University,  Department  of  Geology, 
Bloomington,  Ind.* 

Institute  for  Exploratory  Research,  Fort 
Monmouth.  N.J. 

International  Mineral  &  Chemical  Corp, 
Mulberry,  Fla. 

International  Mineral  &  Chemical  Corp., 
Llbertyvllle,  HI.* 

International  Mineral  &  Chemical  Corp., 
Union,  Ill. 

International  Mineral  Engineers,  Inc., 
Golden,  Colo.* 

Interpace  Corp.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif.* 

Iowa  State  University,  Ames,  Iowa. 

Iowa  State  University,  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Ames,  Iowa.* 

Iowa  State  University,  Engineering  Re¬ 
search  Institute.  Ames,  Iowa.* 

IRI-Research  Institute,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.Y. 

j 

Jennings  Laboratories,  Virginia  Beach,  Va. 

Jersey  Testing  Laboratories,  Atco,  N.J. 

Jersey  Testing  Laboratories,  Newark,  N.J. 

Jewell,  G.  K.,  &  Associates,  Columbus,  Ohio. 

Johnson  Soil  Engineering  Laboratory, 
Palisades  Park,  N.J. 


K 

Kaiser  Agricultural  Chemicals  Corp.,  Sa¬ 
vannah,  Ga. 

Kaiser  Agricultural  Chemicals  Corp.,.  Lib¬ 
erty,  Ind. 

Kaiser  Aluminvim  &  Chemical  Corp.,  Per- 
manente,  caiif.* 

Kaiser  Aluminum  &  Chemical  Corp., 
Pleasanton,  Calif.* 

Kansas,  University  of.  Department  of  Geog¬ 
raphy,  Lawrence,  Kans.* 

Kansas  City  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Kan¬ 
sas  City,  Mo. 

Kalo  Innoculant  Co.,  Quincy,  Ill. 

Kentucky,  University  of,  Lexington,  Ky. 
Kleinfelder.  J,  H.,  and  Associates,  Fresno, 
Calif. 

X. 

La  Salle  County  Farm  Bureau,  Soil  Testing 
Laboratory,  Ottawa,  HI. 

Lake  Superior  State  College,  Sault  Ste. 
Marie,  Mich.* 

Langford  &  Meredith  Laboratories,  New 
Orleans,  La. 

Larsen,  Herluf  T.,  Harrisburg,  Pa. 

Larutan  Corp.  (The) ,  Anaheim,  Calif.* 
Lauratan  of  the  South,  Hiram,  Ga. 

Law  Engineering  Testing  Co.,  Atlanta,  Ga.* 
Layne- Western  Co.,  Kansas  City.  Mo. 

Layne- Western  Co.,  Kirkwood,  Mo. 

Lederle  Laboratories,  Pearl  River,  N.Y.* 
Libby,  McNeill,  &  Libby,  Janesville,  Wls.» 
Lilly,  Ell,  &  Co.,  Greenfield,  Ind.* 

Lilly,  Ell,  &  Co.,  Lilly  Research  Laboratory, 
Indianapolis,  Ind. 

Louisiana  Department  of  Highways,  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

Louisiana  State  University,  Baton  Rouge, 
La. 

Louisiana  State  University,  Coastal  Studies 
Institute,  Baton  Rouge,  La.» 

Louisiana  State  University,  New  Orleans, 
New  Orleans,  La. 

M 

M  &  T  Chemicals,  Inc.,  Rahway,  N.J. 
Maine,  University  of,  Orono,  Maine. 

Maine  Highway  Commission,  Bangor, 
Maine. 

Maine  Sugar  Industries,  Easton,  Maine.* 
Manchester  College,  North  Manchester, 
Ind. 

Mapco,  Inc.,  Indiana  Point  Division, 
Athens,  Ill. 


Marine  Resource  Consultants,  Inc.,  Santa 
Monica,  Calif.* 

Maryland,  University  of.  Department  of 
Geography,  College  Park,  Md.* 

Mason-Johnston  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Dallas, 
Tex. 

Massachusetts,  University  of,  Amherst, 
Mass. 

Massachusetts,  University  of,  Department 
of  Botany,  Amherst,  Mass.* 

Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology, 
Soil  Mechanics  Division,  Cambridge,  Mass.* 
Maurseth,  Howe,  Lockwood,  &  Associates, 
Los  Angeles,  Calif.® 

Mecom,  John  W.,  Houston,  Tex.* 

Memphis  State  University,  Memphis,  Tenn. 
Merck  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Rahway,  N.J. 

Michigan,  University  of.  Museum  of  An¬ 
thropology,  Ann  Arbor,  Mich.* 

Michigan  State  University,  Department  of 
Botany  and  Plant  Pathology,  East  Lansing, 
Mich.* 

Michigan  State  University,  Soil  Testing 
Laboratory,  East  Lansing,  Mich. 

Midwest  Soil  Testing  Service,  Danforth, 
HI. 

Mler,  Ezra,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

Miles  Laboratory,  Elkhart,  Ind. 
Miller-Warden-Western,  Inc.,  Lincoln, 
Nebr.* 

Milwaukee,  City  of.  Sewage  Commission, 
Milwaukee,  Wis. 

Minnesota,  University  of,  St.  Paul,  Minn. 
Minnesota,  University  of.  Department  of 
Soil  Science,  St.  Paul,  Minn.* 

Mississippi,  University  of.  University, 
Miss. 

Mississippi  State  University,  State  College, 
Miss. 

Missouri,  University  of,  Columbia,  Mo. 
Missouri,  University  of.  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Columbia,  Mo.* 

Missouri,  University  of.  Department  of 
Botany,  Columbia,  Mo.* 

Missouri,  University  of.  Department  of 
Food  Science  and  Nutrition,  Columbia,  Mo.* 
Mobile  Chemical  Co.,  Ashland,  Va.* 

Mobile  Testing  Co.,  Corpus  Christ!,  Tex. 
Morse  Laboratories,  Sacramento,  Calif. 
Muesser,  Rutledge,  Wentworth,  &  John- 
ton.  New  York,  N.Y.* 

MC 

McCallum  Inspection  Co.,  Chesapeake, 
Va.* 

National  Soil  Services,  Inc.,  Houston,  Tex.* 
McGauthy,  Marshall,  and  McMillian,  Nor¬ 
folk,  Va. 

McKee,  Arthur  G.,  &  Co.,  San  Francisco, 
Calif.* 

N 

Na-Churs  Plant  Food  Co.,  Marlon,  Ohio.* 
Nalo  Chemical  Co.,  Chicago,  HI.* 

National  Bulk  Carriers,  Inc.,  New  York, 
N.Y. 

National  Laboratories,  Evansville,  Ind. 
National  Soil  Services,  Inc.,  Dallas,  Tex. 
National  Soil  Services,  Inc.,  Houston,  Tex.* 
Nebraska,  University  of.  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Lincoln,  Nebr.* 

Nelson  Laboratories,  Stockton,  Calif.* 
Nevada,  University  of.  Agricultural  Me¬ 
chanics  Department,  Reno,  Nev.* 

New  Mexico  State  University,  Soil  Test¬ 
ing  Laboratory,  Las  Cruces,  N.  Mex.* 

New  York,  State  University  of.  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Geological  Sciences,  Buffalo,  N.Y.* 
New  York,  State  University  of.  College  of 
Forestry,  Syracuse,  N.Y. 

New  York  State  University  College,  Gen- 
eseo,  N.Y. 

New  York  State  University  College,  Biology 
Department,  Geneseo,  N.Y.* 

New  York  University,  Geological  Labora¬ 
tory,  Tuxedo  Park,  N.Y.* 

Niagara  Chemical  Division  of  FMC  Corp., 
Mlddleport,  N.Y.* 
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North  Carolina,  University  of,  Chapel  Hill, 
N.C. 

North  Carolina  Department  of  Agricul¬ 
ture,  Raleigh,  N.C. 

North  Carolina  Department  of  Geology, 
Raleigh,  N.C. 

North  Carolina  Highway  and  Public  Works 
Commission,  Fayetteville,  N.C. 

North  Carolina  State  University,  Raleigh, 
N.C. 

Nu-ag  Inc.,  Rochelle,  Ill. 

Nutting,  H.  C.,  Co.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

o 

Ohio  Florist  Association,  Columbus,  Ohio. 
Ohio  State  University,  Columbus,  Ohio. 
Ohio  State  University,  Department  of 
Agronomy,  Columbus,  Ohio.® 

Ohio  State  University,  Institute  of  Polar 
Studies,  Columbus,  Ohio.® 

Ohio  State  University,  Organlsmic  and  I>e- 
velopmental  Biology,  Columbus,  Ohio.® 
Oklahoma  State  University,  Stillwater, 
Okla. 

Oklahoma  State  University,  School  of  Civil 
Engineering,  Stillwater,  Okla.® 

Oklahoma  Soil  Testing  Laboratories,  Ok¬ 
lahoma  City,  Okla. 

Old  Dominion  University,  Norfolk,  Va. 
Olson  Management  Service,  Freeport,  Ill. 
O’Neal,  Carl,  &  Associates,  Dallas,  Tex. 
Oregon  State  University,  Oceanography 
Department,  Corvallis,  Oreg.® 

Oregon  State  University,  Soils  Department, 
Corvallis,  Oreg.® 

Osborne  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Los  Angeles, 
Calif. 

Owens-Corning  Fiberglas  Corp.,  Granville, 
Ohio.® 

p 

Pacific  Clay  Products,  Santa  Fe  Springs, 
Calif.® 

Pan  American  Laboratories,  Brownsville, 
Tex.® 

Parke,  Davis,  and  Co.,  Detroit,  Mich.® 
Pattison’s  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Harlingen, 
Tex, 

Pennsylvania,  University  of.  Department  of 
Geology,  Philadelphia,  Pa.® 

Pennsylvania  State  University,  Department 
of  Agronomy,  University  Park,  Pa.® 

Perry  Laboratory,  Los  Gatos,  Calif.® 

Peters,  Robert  B.,  Co.,  Allentown,  Pa. 
Pfizer,  Charles,  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Groton,  Conn.® 
Pfizer,  Charles,  &  Co.,  Inc.,  Maywood,  N.J.® 
Pittsburgh  Testing  Laboratory,  Pittsburgh, 
Pa.® 

Plains  Laboratory,  Lubbock,  Tex. 

Plant  Science  Associates,  Inc.,  Winter 
Haven,  Fla. 

Plantation  Field  Laboratory,  Fort  Lauder¬ 
dale,  Fla. 

Pope,  W.  I.,  Mobile,  Ala. 

Portland  State  College,  Portland,  Oreg. 
Portland  State  College,  Department  of  Bi¬ 
ology,  Portland,  Oreg.® 

Princeton  University,  Princeton,  N.J. 
Princeton  University,  Department  of  Geol¬ 
ogy,  Princeton,  N.J.®  * 

Princeton  University,  Soil  Mechanics  De¬ 
partment,  Princeton,  N.J.® 

Purdue  University,  Department  of  Agron¬ 
omy,  Lafayette,  Ind.® 

Purdue  University,  Department  of  Ento¬ 
mology  Residue  Laboratory,  Lafayette,  Ind. 

Q 

Queens  College,  Flushing,  N.Y. 

R 

Rabe,  Fred  N.,  Engineering,  Inc., 'Fresno, 
Calif. 

Reitz  &  Jens,  Clayton,  Mo. 

Reynolds,  Smith,  &  Hills,  Hollywood,  Fla. 
Rice  University,  Department  of  Geology, 
Houston,  Tex.® 

Richfield  Oil  Corp.,  Long  Beach,  Calif. 
Rocky  Mountain  Geochemical,  Prescott, 
Ariz.® 
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Rocky  Mountain  Technology,  Inc.,  Golden, 
Colo. 

Royster  Co.,  Norfolk,  Va.® 

Rutgers — ^The  State  University,  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  N.J, 

Rutgers — The  State  University,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Soils  and  Crops,  New  Brunswick, 
N.J.® 

Rutgers — ^The  State  University,  Interna¬ 
tional  Agricultural  Programs,  New  Bruns¬ 
wick,  N.J.® 

s 

San  Diego  State  College,  Department  of 
Geology,  San  Diego,  Calif.® 

Sobering  Corp.,  Bloomfield,  N.J.® 

Scientific  Associates,  St.  Louis,  Mo. 

Scottland  Soil  Laboratory,  Chrisman,  Ill. 
Scott,  O.  M.,  &  Sons  Seed  Co.,  Marysville, 
Ohio. 

Seabrook  Farms,  Seabrook,  N.J. 

Shannon  &  Wilson  Co.,  Seattle,  Wash.® 
Shilstone  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Baton 
Rouge,  La. 

Shilstone  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Lafay¬ 
ette,  La. 

Shilstone  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Monroe, 
La. 

Shilstone  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  New 
Orleans,  La. 

Shilstone  Testing  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Hous¬ 
ton,  Tex. 

Signal  Oil  &  Gas  Co.,  Los  Angeles,  Calif.® 
Skyline  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Wheatridge, 
Colo.® 

Smith-Douglas,  Chesapeake,  Va. 

Snohomish  Farm  Veterinary  Service,  Sno¬ 
homish,  Wash. 

Soil  Consultants,  Inc.,  Charleston,  S.C. 

Soil  &  Plant  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Orange, 
Calif.® 

Soil  &  Plant  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Santa  Clara, 
Calif.® 

Soil  Mechanics  Services,  Mount  Vernon, 
N.Y.® 

Soil  Mechanics  &  Foundation  Engineers, 
Inc.,  Palo  Alto,  Calif.® 

Soil  Testing  Services,  Northbrook,  HI.® 

South  Carolina,  University  of,  Columbia, 
S.C. 

South  Dakota,  University  of.  Department 
of  Zoology,  Vermillion,  S.  Dak.® 

Southwestern  Materials  Laboratory,  Phoe¬ 
nix,  Ariz. 

Southern  California  Testing  Laboratory, 
Inc.,  San  Diego,  Calif.® 

Southern  Illinois  Farm  Foundation,  Vi¬ 
enna,  Ill. 

Southern  Laboratories,  Mobile,  Ala. 
Southern  Technical  Services,  Inc.,  Jack- 
son,  Miss. 

Southern  Testing  and  Research  Labora¬ 
tories,  Wilson,  N.C. 

Southwestern  Agricultural  Testing  Co., 
Fabens,  Tex.® 

Southwestern  Irrigation  Field  Station, 
Brawley,  Calif. 

Southwestern  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Houston, 
Tex.® 

Southwestern  Laboratories  of  Louisiana, 
Inc.,  Alexandria,  La. 

Southwestern  Laboratories  of  Louisiana, 
Inc.,  Baton  Rouge,  La. 

Southwestern  Laboratories  of  Louisiana, 
Inc.,  Monroe,  La. 

Southwestern  Laboratories  of  Louisiana, 
Inc.,  Shreveport,  La. 

St.  Louis  Testing  Laboratories,  Inc.,  St. 
Louis,  Mo. 

Standard  Fruit  Co.,  New  Orleans,  La.® 
Standard  Laboratories,  Goodfleld,  Ill. 
Standard  Testing  &  Engineering  Co.,  Okla- 
homas  City,  Okla.® 

Stanford  Research  Institute,  Irvine,  Calif. 
Stanford  Research  Institute,  Menlo  Park, 
Calif. 

Stauffer  Chemical  Co.,  Richmond,  Calif. 
Stillwell  &  Gladding,  Inc.,  New  York,  N.Y. 
Strawinski  Laboratory,  Long  Beach,  Calif. 
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Suerdrup  and  Parcel  &  Associates,  Inc.,  St. 
Louis,  Mo. 

Sullivan  County  Farm  Bureau  Co-op,  Sul¬ 
livan,  Ind. 

Syracuse  University  Research  Corp.,  Syra¬ 
cuse,  N.Y. 


Taylor,  John,  Fertilizers,  Sacramento, 
Calif.® 

Techlab,  Inc.,  Cincinnati,  Ohio. 

Tenneco  Chemicals,  Inc.,  Plscataway,  N.J.® 
Tennessee,  University  of,  Nashville,  Tenn. 
Test,  Inc.,  Men:y)his,  Tenn. 

Testing  Engineers,  Inc.,  San  Diego,  Ccilif.® 
Tetco  Engineering  Testing,  Corpus  Christ!, 
Tex. 

Texas,  University  of.  Department  of  Botany, 
Austin,  Tex.® 

Texas  A.  &  M.  University,  College  Station, 
Tex. 

Texas  A.  &  M.  University,  Soil  and  Crop 
Science  Department,  College,  Station,  Tex.® 
Texas  A.  &  M.  University,  Soil  Testing 
Laboratory,  College  Station,  Tex.® 

Texas  Industries,  Inc.,  Midlothian,  Tex.® 
Texas  Soil  Laboratory,  McAllen,  Tex.® 
Texas  Technological  University,  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agronomy,  Lubbock,  Tex.® 

Texas  Testing  Laboratories,  Dallsis,  Tex. 
Thompson,  Vester,  J.,  Jr.,  Inc.,  Mobile,  Ala. 
Thornton  &  Co.,  Tampa,  Fla. 

Three  Gee  Dee,  Pembroke,  Fla. 

Tippetts- Abbett-McCarthy-Stratton,  New 
York,  N.Y.® 

T-M-T  Chemical  Co.,  Inc.,  Five  Points, 
Calif. 

Triple  S  Laboratory,  Inc.,  Loveland,  Colo.® 
Tri-State  Soil  Laboratory,  Toledo,  Ohio. 
Trinity  Testing  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Corpus 
Christl,  Tex. 

Twin  City  Testing  &  Engineering  Labora¬ 
tory,  Inc.,  St.  Paul,  Minn. 

Twin  County  Service  Co.,  Murphysboro, 
Ill. 

Twining  Laboratories,  Inc.  (The),  Fresno, 
Calif.® 

Twining  Laboratory  of  Southern  Califor¬ 
nia,  Long  Beach,  Calif. 

u 

U.S.  Borax  Research  Corp.,  Anaheim,  Calif. 
U.S.  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Oakland,  Calif. 

U.S.  Plant,  Soil,  and  Nutrition  Laboratory, 
Ithaca,  N.Y. 

U.S.  Terrestrial  Plants  Laboratory,  Han¬ 
over,  N.H. 

U.S.  Testing  Co.,  Inc.,  Hoboken,  N.J. 

U.S.  Testing  Co.,  Inc.,  Memphis,  Tenn.® 

U.S.  Testing  Laboratory,  Richland,  Wash. 
Union  Carbide  Corp.,  Grand  Junction, 
Colo.® 

Union  Carbide  Corp.,  Niagara  Falls,  N.Y.® 
Union  Carbide  Corp.,  South  Charleston, 
W.  Va.® 

Union  Oil  Company  of  California,  Brea, 
Calif. 

Upjohn  Co.,  Kalamazoo,  Mich.® 

USS  Agri-Chemicals,  Decatur,  Ga. 

USS  Agri-Chemicals,  Belmond,  Iowa. 

USS  Agri-Chemicals,  Nashville,  Tenn. 
Utah,  University  of.  Department  of  Geog¬ 
raphy,  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah.® 

Utah  State  University,  Logan,  Utah. 

U.S.  GOVERNMENT 

National  Aeronautics  and  Space  Adminis¬ 
tration,  Moffett  Field,  Calif.® 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  En¬ 
tomology  Research  Division,  Beltsvllle,  Md.® 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Plant 
Protection  Division,  Gypsy  Moth  Laboratory, 
Otis  AFB,  Mass. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Plant 
Protection  Division,  Pesticide  Monitoring 
Laboratory,  Gulfport,  Miss. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Plant 
Protection  Division,  Golden  Nematode  Lab¬ 
oratory,  Hicksville,  N.Y. 
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U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS, 
Plant  Protection  Division,  Cyst  Nematode 
Laboratory,  ftanklln,  Va. 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Plant 
Science  Research  Division,*  BeltsvlUe,  Md* 
D.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Plant 
Science  Research  Division,*  Weslaco,  Tex.* 
U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Soli 
and  Water  Conservation  Research  Division, 
BeltsvlUe,  Md.‘ 

U.S.  Dei>artment  of  Agrlcultxire,  ARS,  Soil 
and  Water  Conservation  Research  Division, 
Salinity  Laboratory,  Riverside,  Calif.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  ARS,  Soil 
and  Water  Conservation  Research  Division, 
Port  Collins,  Colo.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest 
Service,  Washington,  D  C.' 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  SCS,  En¬ 
gineering  Division,  Washington,  D.C.' 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  SCS,  Engi¬ 
neering  &  Watershed  Planning  Unit,  Port¬ 
land,  Oreg.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  SCS,  Soil 
Survey,  Washington,  D.C.' 

U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  SCS,  Soil 
Survey,  Riverside,  Calif.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  National 
Bureau  of  Standards,  Health  Physics  Section, 
Gaithersburg,  Md.* 

Uj3.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army 
Construction  Engineering  Research  Labora¬ 
tory,  Champaign,  Ill.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Washington,  D.C.' 

UR.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Engineering  Division 
Laboratory,  Sausalito,  Calif.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  UR.  Army, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Engineering  EMvlsion 
Laboratory,  Marietta,  Ga.» 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Corps  of  Engineers,  Vicksburg,  Miss.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Department  of  Surgical  Microbiology, 
WRAMC,  Washington,  D.C.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Electronics  Command,  Institute  for  Explor¬ 
atory  Research,  Fort  Moiunoutb,  N.J.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Army, 
Terrestrial  Sciences  Center,  Hanover,  N.H.= 
U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Air  Force, 
Air  FOTce  Weapons  Laboratory,  Albuquerque, 
N.  Mex.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Defense,  U.S.  Navy, 
Naval  Weapons  Center,  China  Lake,  Calif.* 
UR.  Department  of  Health,  Education,  and 
Welfare,  Health  Services  and  Mental  Health 
Administration,  National  Communicable 
Disease  Center,  Atlanta,  Ga.* 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Geologi¬ 
cal  Survey,  Washington,  D.C.' 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Geologi¬ 
cal  Survey,  Water  Resources  Division,  Den¬ 
ver,  Colo.* 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau 
of  Indian  Affairs,  Soil  Testing  Laboratory, 
Gallup,  N.  Mex. 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau 
of  Mines  Research  Center,  College  Park,  Md.* 
UR.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Reclamation,  Division  of  Research,  Denver, 
Colo.* 

U.S.  Department  of  Transportation,  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administration,  Washington, 
DC.' 


Velslcol  Chemical  Oorp.,  Chicago,  HI.* 
Vermont,  University  of,  Burlington,  Vt. 
Virginia  Department  of  Highways,  Rich¬ 
mond,  Va. 

Vlr^nla  Polytechnic  Institute,  Blacksbimg, 
Va.* 

Virginia  Truck  Experiment  station. 
Painter,  Va. 


See  footnotes  at  end  of  document. 


Virginia  Tn»ck  Experiment  Station,  Vir¬ 
ginia  Beach,  Va. 

Vistron  Company,  Lima,  Ohio. 

w 

Wahler,  W.  A.,  &  Associates,  Palo  Alto, 
Calif. 

Walker  Laboratories,  Columbia,  S.C. 

Walker  Laboratcwies,  Florence,  S.C. 

Ward,  Joseph  S.,  Caldwell,  N.J. 

Ward  Lind  Engineers,  Inc.,  Jackson,  Miss. 
Warf  Institute,  Inc.,  Madison,  Wis. 
Washington,  University  of.  College  of 
Forest  Resources,  Seattle,  Wash.* 

Washington,  University  of.  Department  of 
Geological  Sciences,  Seattle,  Wash.* 
Washington,  University  of.  Department  of 
Geology,  Seattle,  Wash.* 

Washington,  University  of.  Department  of 
Microbiology,  Seattle,  Wash.* 

Washington  State  University,  Department 
of  Agronomy,  Pullman,  Wash.* 

Washington  State  University,  Department 
of  Botany,  Pullman,  Wash.* 

Washington  State  University,  Soil  Testing 
Laboratory,  Pullman,  Wash. 

Weber  State  College,  Ogden,  Utah. 

Weber  State  College,  Department  of  Micro¬ 
biology,  Ogden,  Utah.* 

West  Virginia  Department  of  Highways, 
Charleston,  W.  Va. 

Western  Ag  Laboratory,  Redlands,  Calif.* 
Western  Research  Laboratories,  Niagara 
Chemical  Division  PMC,  Richmond,  Calif. 

Wharton  Coimty  Junior  College,  Wharton, 
Tex. 

William  and  Mary,  College  of,  Williams¬ 
burg,  Va. 

Winthrop  College,  Department  of  Biology, 
Rock  Hill,  S.C.* 

Wisconsin,  University  of,  Madison,  Wis. 
Wisconsin,  University  of.  Department  of 
Botany,  Madison  Wis.* 

Wisconsin,  University  of.  Soils  Department, 
Madison,  Wis.* 

Wolf’s,  Dr.  Agricultural  Laboratories,  Fort 
Lauderdale,  Fla.* 

Woodward  Research  Corp.,  Herndon,  Va. 
Woodson-Tenent  Laboratories,  Memphis, 
Tenn. 

Woodvllle  Lime  Products,  Woodvllle,  Ohio. 
Woodward,  Clyde,  &  Associates,  Kansas 
City,  Mo. 

Woodward,  Clyde,  &  Associates,  Clifton, 
N.J.* 

Woodward,  Clyde,  Sherard,  &  Associates, 
Denver,  Colo.* 

Woodward,  Clyde,  Sherard  &  Associates,  St. 
Louis,  Mo. 

Wyoming,  University  of,  Laramie,  Wyo. 
Wyoming,  University  of.  Botany  Depart¬ 
ment,  Laramie,  Wyo.» 

Wyoming,  University  of.  Soils  Section, 
Laramie,  Wyo.* 

T 

Yakima  Testing  Laboratory,  Yakima,  Wash. 
Yale  University,  New  Haven,  Conn. 

Yale  University,  Greeley  Laboratories,  New 
Haven,  Conn.* 

Yeshlva  University,  New  York,  N.Y.* 

(Secs.  8  and  9,  37  Stat.  318,  as  amend^,  sec. 
106,  71  Stat.  33;  7  U.S.C.  161,  162,  ISOee;  29 
F.R.  16210,  as  amended) 

This  document  shall  become  effective 
upon  publication  in  the  Federal  Register 
(2-20-71)  when  it  shall  supersede  PPD 


*  National  Compliance  Agreement — applies 
to  all  branch  laboratories  In  conterminous 
United  States. 

*  Authorized  to  receive  foreign  samples 
only. 

*  Authorized  to  receive  foreign  samples  also. 
‘Formerly  known  as  the  Crops  Research 

Division. 


639  dated  September  5, 1970,  and  amend¬ 
ment  thereto  dated  October  3,  1970.  > 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  regula-  ^ 

tions  supplemental  to  the  notices  of  quar¬ 
antine  cited  herein,  soil  samples  for 
processing,  testing,  or  analysis  may  be 
moved  interstate  from  any  regulated  area 
specified  in  the  regulations  to  labora¬ 
tories  approved  by  the  Director  and  so  ; 
listed  by  him.  A  laboratory  may  be  ap¬ 
proved  if  a  compliance  agreement  is  ■ 
signed:  samples  are  packaged  to  prevent  I 
spilling  of  soil;  and  soil  residues,  haz-  | 
ardous  water  residues,  and  shipping  con-  ( 
tainers  are  treated  in  accordance  with  | 
specified  procedures.  | 

The  Director  of  the  Plant  Protection  | 
Division  has  approved  the  above-listed  ! 

laboratories  as  establishments  which  | 

meet  the  qualifications  required  imder 
the  regulations.  The  listed  establishments  | 
are,  therefore,  authorized  to  receive  soil 
samples  from  the  regulated  areas  speci-  ! 

fied  in  the  regulations  without  certifi-  | 

cates  or  permits  attached.  j 

This  action  relieves  certain  restrictions  j 
presently  imposed.  Therefore,  it  should  j 
be  made  effective  promptly  to  be  of  max-  j 
imum  benefit  to  persons  subject  to  the  re-  | 
strictions  that  are  being  relieved.  Ac-  I 
cordingly,  it  is  found,  under  the  admin-  ! 
istrative  procedure  provisions  of  5  U.S.C.  | 
553,  that  notice  and  other  public  pro-  ! 
cedure  with  regard  to  this  action  are 
impracticable  and  imnecessary,  and  good 
cause  is  found  for  making  this  revision 
effective  less  than  30  days  after  publi¬ 
cation  in  the  Federal  Register. 

Done  at  Hyattsville,  Md.,  this  16th  day 
of  February  1971, 

D.  R.  Shepherd, 

Director. 

Plant  Protection  Division. 

[FR  Doc.71-2340  Piled  2-19-71:8:46  am]  I 

_  1 

Packers  and  Stockyards  ! 

Administration 

LOS  ANGELES  PRODUCERS  I 

STOCKYARDS  ET  AL. 

Posted  Stockyards 

Pursuant  to  the  authority  delegated  i 
under  the  Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  F 
1921,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C.  181  et  seq.), 
on  the  respective  dates  specified  below, 
it  was  ascertained  that  the  livestock  mar¬ 
kets  named  below  were  stockyards  within  I 
the  definition  of  that  term  contained  in  | 
section  302  of  the  Act,  as  amended  (7 
U.S.C.  202) ,  and  notice  was  given  to  the 
owners  and  to  the  public  by  posting  t 
notices  at  the  stockyards  as  required  by  [ 

said  section  302.  i 

Name,  location  of  stockyard,  and  date  i 

of  posting  ^ 

California  | 

Los  Angeles  Producers  Stockyards,  Ontario,  [ 

Dec.  31,1970.  | 

Georgia  | 

Carroll  County  Livestock  Sales  Barn,  Inc.,  | 

Carrollton,  Dec.  28, 1970.  ^ 

Southeastern  Livestock  Market,  Inc.,  Coving-  1 

ton,  Feb.  2, 1971.  | 
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Kentucky 

Green  Valley  Pig  Market,  Inc.,  Glasgow, 
Jan.  12, 1971. 

MlSSOUKI 

Fruitland  Livestock  Auction,  Inc.,  Frultland, 
Dec.  30, 1970. 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  16th 
day  of  February  1971. 

G.  H.  Hopper, 

Chief,  Registrations,  Bonds,  and 
Reports  Branch,  Livestock 
Marketing  Division. 

[FR  Doc.71-2382  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


MICHIGAN  AGRICULTURAL  COOPER¬ 
ATIVE  MARKETING  ASSN.  FEEDER 
PIG  DIVISION  ET  AL. 

Proposed  Posting  of  Stockyards 

The  Chief,  Registrations,  Bonds,  and 
Reports  Branch,  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Administration,  U.S.  Department 
of  Agriculture,  has  information  that  the 
livestock  markets  named  below  are  stock- 
yards  as  defined  in  section  302  of  the 
Packers  and  Stockyards  Act,  1921,  as 
amended  (7  U.S.C.  202),  and  should  be 
made  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the 
Act. 

Michigan  Agricultural  Cooperative  Market¬ 
ing  Assn.,  Feeder  Pig  Division,  Lake  City, 
Mich. 

Rushford  Sale  Barn,  Rushford,  Minn. 

Weddles  Sale  Barn,  Bethany,  Mo. 

Edgeley  Livestock  Sales,  Inc.,  Edgeley,  N.  Dak. 
Producers  Livestock  Association,  Marysville, 
Ohio. 

Waurika  Livestock  Market,  Waurika,  Okla. 

Notice  is  hereby  given,  therefore,  that 
the  said  Chief,  pursuant  to  authority 
delegated  imder  the  Packers  and  Stock- 
yards  Act,  1921,  as  amended  (7  U.S.C, 
181  et  seq.),  proposes  to  issue  a  rule 
designating  the  stockyards  named  above 
as  posted  stockyards  subject  to  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  the  Act  as  provided  in  section 
302  thereof. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  submit  writ¬ 
ten  data,  views,  or  arguments  concerning 
the  proposed  rule,  may  do  so  by  filing 
them  with  the  Chief,  Registrations, 
Bonds,  and  Reports  Branch,  Packers 
and  Stockyards  Administration,  U.S. 
Department  of  Agriculture,  Washington, 
D.C.  20250,  within  15  days  after  publica¬ 
tion  In  the  Federal  Register. 

All  written  submissions  made  pursu¬ 
ant  to  this  notice  shall  be  made  available 
for  public  inspection  at  such  times  and 
places  in  a  manner  convenient  to  the 
public  business  (7  U.S.C.  1.27(b) ). 

Done  at  Washington,  D.C.,  this  16th 
day  of  February  1971. 

G.  H.  Hopper, 

Chief,  Registrations,  Bonds,  and 
Reports  Branch,  Livestock 
Marketing  Division, 

[FR  Doo.71-2381  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

,  Maritime  Administration 
FIRST  NATIONAL  BANK  OF  BOSTON 

Notice  of  Approval  of  Applicant  as 
Trustee 

In  F.R.  Doc.  66-5463  (31  F.R.  7256, 
May  18, 1966),  notice  was  given  that  Old 
Colony  Trust  Co.  had  been  approved  as 
a  trustee  pursuant  to  Public  Law  89-346 
and  46  CFR  221.21-221.30. 

As  of  close  of  business  on  December  31, 
1970,  Old  Colony  Trust  Co.  was  con¬ 
verted  from  a  State  banking  corporation 
to  a  National  banking  association  under 
the  name  “Old  Colony  Trust,  National 
Association,”  as  approved  by  the  Comp¬ 
troller  of  the  Currency. 

As  of  the  opening  of  business  on  Janu¬ 
ary  4,  1971,  the  merger  approved  by  the 
Comptroller  of  the  Currency  became  ef¬ 
fective,  whereby  Old  Colony  Trust,  Na¬ 
tional  Association,  and  The  First  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  of  Boston  were  merged  into 
The  Massachusetts  Bank,  National  Asso¬ 
ciation,  imder  the  charter  of  The  Massa¬ 
chusetts  Bank,  National  Association,  un¬ 
der  the  title  “The  First  National  Bank 
of  Boston.” 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  new 
bank;  namely.  The  First  National  Bank 
of  Boston,  67  Milk  Street,  Boston,  MA, 
was  approved  as  a  trustee  pursuant  to 
Public  Law  89-346  and  46  CFR  221.21- 
221.30. 

Dated:  February  16, 1971. 

Burt  Kyle, 

Acting  Chief, 

Office  of  Ship  Operations. 

[FR  Doc.71-2403  Filed  2-19-71;8:50  am] 

DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH, 
EDUCATION,  AND  WELFARE 

Food  and  Drug  Administration 

[Docket  No.  FDC-D-175:  NDA  Nos.  3-409, 
4-382] 

McNEIL  LABORATORIES,  INC,  AND 
NOVOCOL  CHEMICAL  MANUFAC¬ 
TURING  CO.,  INC. 

Sulfathiazole-Containing  Drugs  for 
Systemic  Use  in  Humans;  Notice  of 
Withdrawal  of  Approval  of  New- 
Drug  Applications 

In  an  announcement  (DESI 2853)  pub¬ 
lished  in  the  Federal  Register  on  Sep¬ 
tember  11,  1969  (34  F.R.  14299),  holders 
of  new-drug  applications  for  certain 
sulfathiazole-containing  drugs  for  sys¬ 
temic  use,  and  all  other  holders  of  new- 
drug  applications  for  drugs  containing 
sulfathiazole  for  systemic  use  in  man,  as 
well  as  other  interested  persons,  were 
invited  by  the  Commissioner  of  Food  and 
Drugs  to  submit  data  bearing  on  his 
intention  to  initiate  proceedings  to  with¬ 


draw  approval  of  these  new-drug 
applications. 

McNeil  Laboratories,  Inc.,  Camp  Hill 
Road,  Fort  Washington,  Pa.  19034,  holder 
of  new-drug  application  No.  3-409  for 
Sulfathiazole  tablets  and  Novocol  Chem¬ 
ical  Manufacturing  Co.,  Inc.,  2911  Atlan¬ 
tic  Avenue,  Brooklyn,  New  York  11207, 
holder  of  new-drug  application  No.  4-382 
for  Sulfathiazole  tablets  have  waived 
opportunity  for  a  hearing  on  the  proposed 
withdrawal  of  their  new-drug  applica¬ 
tions  by  indicating  in  writing  their  in¬ 
tentions  not  to  avail  themselves  of  the 
opportunity  for  a  hearing. 

The  Commissioner  of  Food  and  Drugs, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  Federal 
Food,  Drug,  and  Cosmetic  Act  (sec.  505 
(e),  52  Stat.  1053,  as  amended;  21  U.S.C. 
355(e))  and  under  authority  delegated 
to  him  (21  CFR  2.120) ,  finds  with  respect 
to  each  of  said  drugs:  (1)  New  evidence 
of  clinical  experience  not  contained  in 
the  applications  or  not  available  until 
after  the  applications  were  approved, 
evaluated  together  with  the  evidence 
available  when  the  applications  were  ap¬ 
proved,  reveal  that  the  drug  is  not  shown 
to  be  safe  for  use  upon  the  basis  of  which 
the  applications  were  approved;  (2)  in 
view  of  the  known  serious  hazards  as¬ 
sociated  with  such  use  and  the  imbalance 
between  benefit  and  risk  of  serious  un¬ 
toward  effects  from  such  drugs,  their 
continued  use  systematically  is  not 
warranted  as  other  available  sulfona¬ 
mides  have  equivalent  benefit  and  involve 
much  less  risk;  and  (3)  new  information, 
evaluated  together  with  the  evidence 
available  when  the  applications  were  ap¬ 
proved,  shows  there  is  a  lack  of  substan¬ 
tial  evidence  that  the  drugs  will  have  the 
effect  they  purport  or  are  represented  to 
have  under  the  conditions  of  use  pre¬ 
scribed,  recommended,  or  suggested  in 
their  labeling. 

Therefore,  pursuant  to  the  foregoing 
findings,  approval  of  NDA  No.  3-409  for 
Sulfathiazole  tablets  and  NDA  No.  4-382 
for  Sulfathiazole  tablets,  and  all  amend¬ 
ments  and  supplements  thereto,  are 
withdrawn  effective  on  the  date  of  the 
signature  of  this  document. 

Dated:  February  5,  1971. 

Sam  D.  Fine, 
Associate  Commissioner 
for  Compliance. 

[FR  Doc.71-2348  Filed  2-19-71:8:47  am] 


ATOMIC  ENERGY  COMMISSION 

[Dockets  Nos.  50-348,  50-364] 

ALABAMA  POWER  CO. 

Notice  of  Receipt  of  Application  for 
Construction  Permits  and  Facility 
Licenses;  Time  for  Submission  of 
Views  on  Antitrust  Matter 

Alabama  Power  Co.,  600  North  18th 
Street,  Birmingham,  AL  35203,  pursuant 
to  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954,  as 
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amended,  filed  an  application  dated  Oc¬ 
tober  10,  1969,  and  an  application 
Amendment  No.  1  dated  June  26,  1970, 
for  authorization  to  construct  first  one 
then  a  second,  pressurized  water  nuclear 
reactor,  designated  as  the  Joseph  M. 
Farley  Nuclear  Plant,  Units  No.  1  and 
No.  2,  respectively,  on  the  applicant’s  site 
in  Houston  County,  Ala. 

'The  site  is  located  on  the  west  side  of 
the  Chattahoochee  River  located  about 
16*72  miles  east  of  Dothan,  Ala. 

The  proposed  nuclear  plant  will  be 
comprised  of  two  pressurized  water 
nuclear  reactors,  which  are  each  to  have 
a  net  electrical  capacity  of  about  829 
megawatts  electrical. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  have  his 
views  on  the  antitrust  aspects  of  the 
application  presented  to  the  Attorney 
General  for  consideration  shall  submit 
such  views  to  the  Commission  within 
sixty  (60)  days  after  February  20,  1971. 

A  copy  of  the  application  and  Amend¬ 
ment  No.  1  is  available  for  public  in¬ 
spection  at  the  Commission’s  Public 
Document  .Room,  1717  H  Street  NW„ 
Washington,  DC,  and  at  the  office  of  the 
Honorable  A.  A.  Middleton,  Chairman, 
Houston  County  Commission,  City  of 
Dothan,  Houston  County,  Ala. 

Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.,  this  11th  day 
of  February  1971. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Peter  A.  Morris, 

Director, 

Division  of  Reactor  Licensing. 

IFR  Doc.71-2262  Plied  2-19-71:8:45  am] 

[Dockets  Nos.  50-382,  50-383] 

LOUISIANA  POWER  &  LIGHT  CO. 

Notice  of  Receipt  of  Application  for 
Construction  Permits  and  Facility 
Licenses;  Time  for  Submission  of 
Views  on  Antitrust  Matter 

Louisiana  Power  &  Light  Co.,  142  Dela- 
ronde  Street,  New  Orleans,  LA  70114, 
pursuant  to  section  103  of  the  Atomic 
Energy  Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  has 
filed  an  application  dated  December  28, 
1970,  for  two  construction  permits  and 
facility  licenses  to  authorize  construction 
and  operation  of  two  pressurized  water 
reactors  on  the  applicant’s  approxi¬ 
mately  100-acre  part  of  the  3,600-acre 
Bite  on  the  west  bank  of  the  Mississippi 
River  near  the  toi^m  of  Taft,  La.  The  site 
Is  located  in  St.  Charles  Parish,  about  20 
miles  west  of  New  Orleans,  La. 

The  proposed  reactors  are  designated 
by  the  applicant  as  the  Waterford  Steam 
Electric  Station,  Units  3  and  4.  Unit  No.  3 
is  designed  for  a  maximum  expected  out¬ 
put  of  3,580  megawatts  (thermal)  with  a 
net  output  of  about  1,165  megawatts 
(electrical).  The  final  decision  to  con¬ 
struct  Unit  No.  4  has  not  been  made  with 
any  supplier  or  engineering  consultant. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  have  his 
views  on  the  antitrust  aspects  of  the 
application  presented  to  the  Attorney 
General  for  consideration  shall  submit 
such  views  to  the  Commission  within 
sixty  (60)  days  after  February  13,  1971. 


A  copy  of  the  application  is  available 
for  public  inspection  at  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Public  Document  Room,  1717  H 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC,  and  at  the 
office  of  the  President  of  St.  Charles  Par¬ 
ish  Police  Jury,  Hahnsville,  La. 

Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.,  this  10th  day 
of  February  1971. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Peter  A.  Morris, 

Director, 

Division  of  Reactor  Licensing. 

[PR  Doc.71-2084  Piled  2-12-71:8:50  am] 


[Dockets  Nos.  50-361,  50-362] 

SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  EDISON  CO. 
AND  SAN  DIEGO  GAS  AND  ELEC¬ 
TRIC  CO. 

Notice  of  Receipt  of  Application  for 
Construction  Permit  and  Facility 
License;  Time  for  Submission  of 
Views  on  Antitrust  Matter 

The  Southern  California  Edison  Co., 
601  West  Fifth  Street,  Los  Angeles,  CA 
90053,  and  the  San  Diego  Gas  and  Elec¬ 
tric  Co.,  101  Ash  Street,  San  Diego,  CA 
92112,  pursuant  to  the  Atomic  Energy 
Act  of  1954,  as  amended,  have  filed  an 
application,  dated  May  28,  1970,  for  au¬ 
thorization  to  construct  two  pressurized 
water  nuclear  reactors,  designated  as  the 
San  Onofre  Nuclear  Generating  Station 
Units  2  and  3,  on  the  applicants’  site 
located  at  Camp  Pendleton,  San  Diego 
County,  Calif. 

The  site  is  located  on  the  west  coast 
of  Southern  California,  approximately 
62  miles  southeast  of  Los  Angeles,  ap¬ 
proximately  51  miles  northwest  of  San 
Diego,  and  is  within  the  U.S.  Marine 
Corps  Base,  Camp  Pendleton. 

Southern  California  Edison  Co.  (SCE) 
and  San  Diego  Gas  and  Electric  Co.  (San 
Diego)  are  joint  applicants  for  the  con¬ 
struction  permit  for  the  San  Onofre  Nu¬ 
clear  Generating  Station  Units  2  and  3. 
The  ownership  for  the  two  units  will  be 
shared  in  the  proportion  of  80  percent 
by  SCE  and  20  percent  by  San  Diego. 
SCE,  as  project  manager  for  the  utilities, 
will  have  responsibility  for  the  technical 
adequacy  of  the  design  and  construction 
of  the  San  Onofre  plant. 

Any  person  who  wishes  to  have  his 
views  on  the  antitrust  aspects  of  the  ap¬ 
plication  presented  to  the  Attorney  Gen¬ 
eral  for  consideration  shall  submit  such 
views  to  the  Commission  within  sixty 
(60)  days  after  February  20,  1971. 

The  proposed  nuclear  power  plants 
which  will  be  located  adjacent  to  San 
Onofre  Nuclear  Generating  Station,  Unit 
1,  will  consist  of  two  pressurized  water 
nuclear  reactors,  each  of  which  is  de¬ 
signed  for  initial  operation  at  approxi¬ 
mately  3,390  thermal  megawatts  with  a 
net  electrical  output  of  approximately 
1,140  megawatts. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  available 
for  public  Inspection  at  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Public  Document  Room,  1717  H 
Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC, 


Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.,  this  12th  day 
of  February  1971. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Peter  A.  Morris, 

Director, 

Division  of  Reactor  Licensing. 

[PR  Doc.71-2263  Piled  2-19-71:8:45  am] 
[Docket  No.  50-59] 

TEXAS  A  &  M  UNIVERSITY 

Notice  of  Issuance  of  Construction  Per¬ 
mit  and  Proposed  Issuance  of  Fa¬ 
cility  License  Amendment 

The  Atomic  Energy  Commission  (the 
Commission)  has  issued  Construction 
Permit  No.  CPRR-112,  effective  as  of  the 
date  of  issuance,  to  the  Texas  A  &  M 
University.  The  University  presently  pos¬ 
sesses  and  operates  an  AGN-201  type 
training  reactor  at  power  levels  up  to  100 
milliwatts  (thermal)  imder  Facility  Li¬ 
cense  No.  R-23  issued  by  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  August  26,  1957.  The  permit  au¬ 
thorizes  the  University  to  dismantle  the 
reactor  which  is  located  in  the  Mechani¬ 
cal  Engineering  Shops  Building  and  to 
relocate  and  reconstruct  the  reactor  in 
the  new  Engineering  Center  Building  on 
the  campus  at  College  Station,  Tex.,  in 
accordance  with  the  procedures  de¬ 
scribed  in  the  application  dated  Novem¬ 
ber  3,  1970,  and  the  permit.  The  new 
location  is  approximately  1,400  feet  from 
its  present  location. 

The  Commission  has  found  that  the 
application  complies  with  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  Atomic  Energy  Act  of  1954, 
as  amended  (the  act),  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  regtdations  published  in  10  CFR 
Ch.  I.  The  Commission  has  made  the 
findings  required  by  the  Act  and  the 
Commission’s  regulations  which  are  set 
forth  in  the  construction  permit,  and  has 
concluded  that  the  issuance  of  the  con¬ 
struction  permit  will  not  be  inimical  to 
the  common  defense  and  security  or  to 
the  health  and  safety  of  the  public.  'The 
Commission  has  also  foimd  that  prior 
public  notice  of  proposed  issuance  of  the 
construction  permit  is  not  required  since 
the  dismantlement,  relocation,  and  re¬ 
construction  do  not  Involve  significant 
hazards  considerations  different  from 
those  previously  evaluated. 

Upon  completion  of  the  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  the  AGN-201  reactor  in  the  new 
location  in  compliance  with  the  terms 
and  conditions  of  the  application  and 
the  construction  permit,  and  in  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  good  cause  to  the  contrary,  the 
Commission  will  issue  to  the  Texas  A  & 
M  University  (without  prior  notice)  an 
amendment  to  Facility  License  No.  R-23 
authorizing  operation  of  the  AGN  re¬ 
actor  at  the  new  location  at  the  pres¬ 
ently  authorized  power  level  of  up  to 
100  milliwatts  (thermal)  since  the  appli¬ 
cation  is  sufficiently  complete  to  permit 
evaluation  of  the  safety  of  the  proposed 
operation  in  the  Engineering  Center 
Building. 

Prior  to  the  Issuance  of  the  amend¬ 
ment  to  the  license,  the  facility  will  be 
inspected  by  the  Commission  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  it  has  been  constructed  in 
accordance  with  the  application  and  the 
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provisions  of  Construction  Permit  No. 
CPRR-112.  The  license  amendment  will 
be  Issued  after  the  Commission  makes 
the  findings  related  to  its  review  of  the 
appUcation,  which  are  set  forth  in  the 
proposed  amendment,  and  concludes 
that  the  Issuance  of  the  amendment  will 
not  be  inimical  to  the  common  defense 
and  security  or  to  the  health  and  safety 
of  the  public. 

In  addition,  the  University  will  be  re¬ 
quired  to  execute  an  amended  indemnity 
agreement  as  required  by  section  170  of 
the  Act  and  by  10  CFR  Part  140. 

Within  15  days  from  the  date  of  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register,  the  applicant  may  file  a  re¬ 
quest  for  a  hearing,  and  any  person 
whose  interest  may  be  affected  by  the  is¬ 
suance  of  the  permit  or  the  proposed  li¬ 
cense  amendment  may  file  a  petition  for 
leave  to  intervene.  Requests  for  a  hear¬ 
ing  and  petitions  to  intervene  shall  be 
filed  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice,  10 
CFR  Part  2.  If  a  request  for  a  hearing  or 
a  petition  for  leave  to  intervene  is  filed 
within  the  time  prescribed  in  this  notice, 
the  Commission  will  issue  a  notice  of 
hearing  or  an  appropriate  order. 

For  further  details  with  respect  to 
these  actions,  see  (1)  the  application 
dated  November  3,  1970,  (2)  the  con¬ 
struction  permit  and  proposed  facility 
license  amendment,  and  (3)  a  related 
Safety  Evaluation  prepared  by  the  Divi¬ 
sion  of  Reactor  Licensing,  all  of  which 
are  available  for  public  inspection  in  the 
Commission’s  Public  Document  Room, 
1717  H  Street  NW.,  Washington,  DC. 
Copies  of  items  (2)  and  (3)  above  may 
be  obtained  upon  request  sent  to  the 
US.  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20545,  Attention:  Director, 
Division  of  Reactor  Licensing. 

Dated  at  Bethesda,  Md.,  this  6th  day 
of  February  1971. 

For  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

Donald  J.  Skovholt,  - 
Assistant  Director  for  Reactor 
Operations,  Division  of  Re¬ 
actor  Licensing. 

[FR Doc.71-2319  Piled  2-19-71;8;45  am] 


CIVIL  AERONAUTICS  BOARD 

IDockets  Nos.  22931,  23080;  Order  71-2-67] 

APACHE  AIRLINES,  INC. 

Amended  Order  To  Show  Cause  ^ 

Issued  under  delegated  authority  Feb¬ 
ruary  12, 1971. 

The  Postmaster  General  (PMG)  filed 
a  petition  December  23,  1970,  pursuant 
to  14  CFR  Part  298,  requesting  the  Board 
to  establish  for  Apache  Airlines,  Inc, 
(Apache) ,  an  air  taxi  operator,  final  serv¬ 
ice  mail  rates  for  the  transportation  of 
mail  by  aircraft  between  Kingman  and 
Prescott,  Ariz.  By  Show  Cause  Order  71- 


iThis  order  supersedes  Order  71-1-99, 
Jan.  21,  1971,  in  Dockets  22931,  22671,  and 
22731.  On  Feb.  8,  1971,  Dockets  22671  and 
22731  were  consolidated  Into  Docket  23080. 


1-99,  Issued  January  21, 1971,  the  Board 
proposed  to  establish  the  service  rates  as 
requested  by  the  PMG.  On  January  29, 
1971,  the  PMG  filed  an  amendment  to 
his  petition  stating  that  the  service  rates 
he  previously  requested  should  be  for 
the  transportation  of  mail  by  Apache  be¬ 
tween  Kingman,  Prescott,  and  Phoenix, 
Ariz.  Accordingly,  this  amended  show 
cause  order  includes  Phoenix,  A*-iz., 
among  the  points  covered  by  the  proposed 
rates. 

No  service  mail  rates  are  currently  in 
effect  for  this  transportation  by  Apache. 
The  Postmaster  General  requests  on  be¬ 
half  of  Apache  that  the  multielement 
service  mail  rates  established  for  priority 
mail  by  Order  E-25610,  August  28,  196'7, 
in  the  Domestic  Service  Mail  Rate  In- 
vesitgation,  and  for  nonpriority  mail  by 
Order  70-4-9,  April  2,  1970,  Nonpriority 
Mail  Rates,  be  made  applicable  to  this 
carriage  of  mail.®  He  states  that  the 
Postal  Service  and  Apache  agree  that  the 
applicable  multielement  rates  are  the  fair 
and  reasonable  rates  of  compensation  for 
the  proposed  services. 

The  rates  established  by  Orders 
E-25610  and  70-4-9  have  been  open  since 
December  12,  1970,  pursuant  to  Order 
70-12-48,  December  8,  1970,  which  insti¬ 
tuted  an  investigation  of  the  domestic 
service  mail  rates  for  priority  and  non¬ 
priority  mail.  Therefore,  the  present  do¬ 
mestic  service  rates  for  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  priority  and  nonpriority  mail  by 
air  are  subject  to  such  retroactive  adjust¬ 
ment  to  December  12,  1970,  as  the  final 
decision  in  the  current  domestic  service 
mail  rate  investigation  may  provide. 

We  propose  to  establish  service  rates 
for  the  transportation  by  Apache  of  pri¬ 
ority  and  nonpriority  mail  at  the  levels 
established  in  Orders  E-25610  and  70-4-9, 
respectively.  These  rates  and  provisions 
will  be  subject  to  retroactive  adjustment 
when  the  current  domestic  service  mail 
rate  investigation  is  concluded.  Further¬ 
more,  Apache  will  be  made  a  party  to  that 
proceeding. 

The  Board  finds  it  in  the  public  interest 
to  fix,  determine  and  establish  the  fair 
and  reasonable  rates  of  compensation  to 
be  paid  by  the  Postmaster  General  for 
the  proposed  transportation  of  mail  by 
aircraft,  the  facilities  used  and  useful 
therefor,  and  the  services  connected 
therewith,  between  the  aforesaid  points. 
Upon  consideration  of  the  petition,  as 
amended,  and  other  matters  officially 
noticed,  it  is  proposed  to  issue  an  order  ® 
to  include  the  following  findings  and 
conclusions: 

The  fair  and  reasonable  service  mall 
rates  to  be  paid  to  Apache  Airlines,  Inc., 
entirely  by  the  Postmaster  General  pur- 


*  The  service  mail  rates  establLshed  by  those 
orders  provide  for  terminal  charges  per  pound 
of  mail  originated  of  2.34  cents  at  Phoenix 
and  9.36  cents  at  Kingman  and  at  Prescott, 
plus  line-haul  charges  per  mail  ton-mile  of 
24  cents  for  priority  mail  and  11.33  cents 
for  nonpriority  mail. 

*  As  this  order  to  show  cause  is  not  a  final 
action,  it  is  not  regarded  as  subject  to  the 
review  provisions  of  14  CFR  Part  385.  These 
provisions  will  apply  to  final  action  taken  by 
the  staff  under  authority  delegated  in 
§  385.16(g). 


suant  to  section  406  of  the  Act  for  the 
transportation  of  mail  by  aircraft,  the  fa- 
ciUties  used  and  useful  therefor,  and  the 
services  connected  therewith,  between 
Kingman,  Prescott,  and  Phoenix,  Ariz., 
shall  be: 

(a)  For  priority  mail,  the  multiele¬ 
ment  rates  established  by  the  Board  in 
Order  E-25610,  August  28,  1967,  as 
amended; 

(b)  For  nonpriority  mail,  the  multi¬ 
element  rates  established  by  the  Board  in 
Order  70-4-9,  April  2,  1970;  and 

(c)  The  rates  and  provisions  of  Orders 
E-25610  and  70-4-9  shall  be  applicable  to 
Apache  Airlines,  Inc.,  on  a  temporary 
basis,  subject  to  such  retroactive  adjust¬ 
ment  as  the  decision  in  Docket  23080  may 
provide. 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  tlie  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958,  and  particularly 
sections  204(a)  and  406  thereof,  the 
Board’s  regulations  14  CFR  Part  302,  14 
CFR  Part  298,  and  the  authority  duly 
delegated  by  the  Board  in  its  organiza¬ 
tion  regulations,  14  CFR  385.16(f) : 

It  is  ordered.  That; 

1.  Apache  Airlines,  Inc.,  the  Postmas¬ 
ter  General,  Hughes  Air  Corp.,  and  all 
other  interested  persons,  are  directed  to 
show  cause  why  the  Board  should  not 
adopt  the  foregoing  proposed  findings 
and  conclusions  and  fix,  determine,  and 
publish  the  rates  specified  above,  as  the 
fair  and  reasonable  temporary  rates  of 
compensation  to  be  paid  to  Apache  Air¬ 
lines,  Inc.,  for  tlie  transportation  of  pri¬ 
ority  and  nonpriority  mail  by  aircraft, 
the  facilities  used  and  useful  therefor, 
and  the  service  connected  therewith  as 
specified  above; 

2.  Further  procedures  herein  shall  be 
in  accordance  with  14  CFR  Part  302,  as 
specified  below; 

3.  Apache  Airlines,  Inc.,  is  hereby  made 
a  party  in  Docket  23080;  and 

4.  This  order  shall  be  served  upon 
Apache  Airlines,  Inc.,  the  Postmaster 
General,  and  Hughes  Air  Corp, 

This  order  will  be  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register. 

ISEALl  Harry  J.  Zink, 

Secretary. 

1.  Further  procedures  related  to  the  at¬ 
tached  order  shall  be  in  accordance  with  14 
CFR  Part  302,  and  notice  of  any  objection 
to  the  rate  or  to  the  other  findings  and  con¬ 
clusions  proposed  therein,  shall  be  filed 
within  10  days,  and  if  notice  is  filed,  written 
answer  and  supporting  documents  shall  be 
filed  within  30  days  after  service  of  this 
order; 

2.  If  notice  of  objection  is  not  filed  within 
10  days  after  service  of  this  order,  or  if  notice 
is  filed  and  answer  is  not  filed  within  30  days 
after  service  of  this  order,  all  persons  shall 
be  deemed  to  have  waived  the  right  to  a 
hearing  and  all  other  procedural  steps  short 
of  a  final  decision  by  the  Board,  and  the 
Board  may  enter  an  order  incorporating  the 
findings  and  conclusions  proposed  therein 
and  fix  and  determine  the  final  rate  specified 
therein: 

3.  If  answer  Is  filed  presenting  Issues  for 
hearing,  the  Issues  involved  in  determining 
the  fair  and  reasonable  final  rate  shall  be 
limited  to  those  specifically  raised  by  the 
answer,  except  Insofar  as  other  Issues  are 
raised  in  accordance  with  Rule  307  of  the 
rules  of  practice  (14  CFR  302.307). 

IFR  Doc.71-2374  Filed  2-19-7I;8:48  am] 
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[Docket  No.  23110;  Order  71-2-80] 

CHINA  NATIONAL  AVIATION  CORP. 

Statement  of  Tentative  Findings  and 
Conclusions  and  Order  To  Show  Cause 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C., 
on  the  16th  day  of  February  1971. 

By  Order  E-815,  dated  September  5, 
1947,  and  approved  by  the  President 
September  20,  1947,  the  Board  issued  a 
foreign  air  carrier  permit  to  China 
National  Aviation  Corp.  (CNAC)  which 
authorized  it  to  engage  in  foreign  air 
transportation  with  respect  to  persons, 
property,  and  mail  between  the  terminal 
point  Shanghai,  Republic  of  China,  the 
intermediate  point  Honolulu,  Hawaii, 
and  the  terminal  point  San  Francisco, 
Calif. 

The  Board  has  been  advised  that  the 
Government  of  the  Republic  of  China 
ordered  CNAC  dissolved  in  1949  and 
requests  cancellation  of  the  foreign  air 
carrier  permit  granted  to  CNAC  in  1947. 

Based  upon  the  foregoing,  the  Board 
tentatively  finds  that  the  foreign  air 
carrier  permit  now  held  by  CNAC  should 
be  canceled  and  that,  unless  objections 
are  received  within  20  days  of  the  date 
of  service  of  this  order,  the  Board  should 
make  such  tentative  findings  final  and 
submit  to  the  President  for  his  approval 
a  final  order  canceling  the  said  permit. 

Accordingly,  it  is  ordered.  That: 

1.  All  interested  persons  are  directed 
to  show  cause  why  the  Board  should  not 
issue  an  order  which  would  make  final 
the  tentative  findings  and  conclusions 
herein  and  which  would,  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  President,  cancel  the 
foreign  air  carrier  permit  held  by  China 
National  Aviation  Corp; 

2.  Any  interested  person  having  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  issuance  of  such  an  order 
shall  file  with  the  Board  a  statement  of 
objections  supported  by  evidence  within 
20  days  of  service  of  this  order 

3.  If  timely  and  properly  supported 
objections  are  filed,  further  considera¬ 
tion  will  be  accorded  the  matters  and 
issues  raised  by  the  objections  before 
further  action  is  taken  by  the  Board; 

4.  In  the  event  no  objections  are  filed, 
all  further  procedural  steps  will  be 
deemed  to  have  been  waived  and  the 
Board  may  proceed  to  enter  an  order  in 
accordance  with  the  tentative  findings 
and  conclusions  set  forth  herein;  and 

5.  China  National  Aviation  Corp.  and 
the  Ambassador  of  the  Republic  of  China 
shall  be  served  copies  of  this  order. 

This  order  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal!  Harry  J.  Zink, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2375  Filed  2-19-71:8:48  am] 


‘  Since  provision  is  made  for  a  response  to 
this  order,  petitions  for  reconsideration  of 
this  order  will  not  be  entertained. 


[Docket  No.  21866;  Order  71-2-70] 

FRONTIER  AIRLINES,  INC. 

Order  Regarding  Fare  Increases 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics 
Board  at  its  office  in  Washington,  D.C., 
on  the  16th  day  of  February  1971. 

By  Order  71-1-45,  dated  January  8, 
1971,  the  Board  suspended  a  proposal  of 
Frontier  Airlines,  Inc.  (Frontier),  to 
increase  numerous  regular  fares.  On 
January  22, 1971,  Frontier  filed  a  petition 
for  reconsideration  of  Order  71-1-145 
insofar  as  it  suspended; 

1.  The  proposed  increase  in  deluxe  jet 
coach  fares  from  110  percent  to  115  per¬ 
cent  of  regular  jet  coach  fares  and; 

2.  The  proposed  increases  in  jet  coach 
and  deluxe  jet  coaich  fares  in  33  markets. 

Frontier  asserts  that  its  proposal  to 
increase  deluxe  coach  fares  was  intended 
to  conform  with  the  Board’s  decision  to 
permit  an  increase  in  first-class  fares 
from  125  percent  to  130  percent  of  regu¬ 
lar  coach  fares,  since  its  deluxe  coach 
service  is  a  substitute  for  first-class  on  its 
B-737  aircraft.  The  carrier  further 
a.sserts  that  the  differential  between  its 
regular  coach  fares  and  its  deluxe  coach 
fares  should  be  at  least  15  percent  since 
the  space  occupied  by  five-abreast  seats 
(deluxe  coach)  compared  to  six-abreast 
seats  (regular  coach)  increases  the  imit 
cost  by  20  percent. 

With  respect  to  proposed  fares  in  33 
markets  Frontier  alleges  that  the  Board 
has  recognized  the  need  for  increased 
fares  in  hub  markets  on  the  basis  of 
extra  costs  created  by  air  traffic  conges¬ 
tion;  that  equal  recognition  should  be 
given  to  the  more  serious  problems  in¬ 
volved  in  serving  markets  which  can  sup¬ 
port  only  minimal  frequencies  and  which 
produce  relatively  modest  loads  on  jet 
aircraft;  and  that  the  charge  of  excess 
capacity  and  overscheduling  cannot  be 
sustained  in  these  markets  since  they  are 
served  with  minimal  frequency.  The  car¬ 
rier  alleges  that  all  of  these  markets  are 
affected  by  special  circumstances  which 
result  in  atypical  costs.  These  special  cir¬ 
cumstances  are:  (a)  Low  density  mar¬ 
kets  having  low  frequency  and/or  low 
average  loads  on  jet  aircraft,  (b)  very 
short  haul  markets  (200  miles  or  less) 
involving  high  costs,  and  (c)  some  mar¬ 
kets  which  are  both  short  haul  and  low 
in  traffic  density. 

Frontier  alleges  that  the  Board  has 
permitted  local  service  carriers  to  estab¬ 
lish  higher  jet  fares  in  noncompetitive, 
low  density  markets  because  these  serv¬ 
ices  are  more  costly  to  provide  than  serv¬ 
ice  over  dense  trunWine  routes  upon 
which  the  present  jet  coach  formula  is 
based  and  that,  although  it  designates  its 
jet  service  as  coach,  the  same  principles 
should  be  applied  to  its  proposed  in¬ 
creases  in  low  density  markets  as  were 
applied  to  Air  West’s  recent  across-the- 
board  increases  in  standard  class  fares 
in  that  carrier’s  noncompetitive  jet 
markets.  No  answers  to  the  petition  were 
filed. 


Upon  consideration  of  the  petition  and 
all  relevant  matters,  the  Board  has  con¬ 
cluded  to  vacate  the  suspension  of  deluxe 
coach  fares  previously  ordered.  These 
fares  will  remain  under  investigation  in 
the  Domestic  Passenger-Fare  Investiga¬ 
tion,  Docket  21866. 

In  view  of  our  recent  decision  to  permit 
an  increase  in  jet  first-class  fares  from 
125  percent  to  130  percent  of  normal 
coach  fares,  we  believe  a  valid  basis  exists 
for  permitting  Frontier  a  similar  increase 
in  its  deluxe  coach  fares.  The  seating  ar¬ 
rangement  (five-abreast)  and  other 
amenities  provided  in  this  service  would 
appear  to  indicate  a  fare  level  midway 
between  normal  coach  and  first-class. 

We  are  not  persuaded  that  the  pro¬ 
posed  increases  in  normal  coach  fares  in 
33  markets '  are  warranted  at  this  time. 
Frontier  attempts  to  place  its  proposal 
in  the  same  context  as  situations  involv¬ 
ing  congested  hubs  and  asserts  that  op¬ 
erations  (and  costs)  in  these  markets 
are  similarly  atypical  of  those  prevailing 
generally  in  the  air  transport  system. 
The  hub  concept  involves  extraordinary 
costs,  clearly  atypical  of  a  carrier’s  sys¬ 
tem  as  a  whole  or  of  the  air  transport 
industry  in  general.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  operational  and  economic  character¬ 
istics  of  the  33  markets  in  question  are 
found  in  many  markets  served  by  the 
local  service  industry,  and  the  question 
of  the  appropriate  fare  level  in  such 
markets  is  squarely  in  issue  in  the  on¬ 
going  passenger-fare  case.  Finally,  we 
distinguish  between  the  increases  sought 
here  and  those  previously  permitted 
other  local  carriers  for  standard  class 
service,  since  Frontier  operates  its  coach 
service  in  six-abreast  configuration, 
whereas  standard  class  service  is  gen¬ 
erally  provided  with  five-abreast  seating 
at  a  somewhat  greater  seat  pitch.  For 
these  reasons,  we  will  deny  the  carrier’s 
request  that  suspension  of  these  fares  be 
vacated. 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958,  and  particularly 
sections  204(a)  and  1002  thereof: 

It  is  ordered.  That: 

1.  The  suspension  of  the  J  fares  (Jet 
Deluxe  Coach  Fares)  and  provisions  de¬ 
scribed  in  Appendix  A  °  directed  in  Order 
71-1-45  is  vacated:  * 

2.  Except  to  the  extent  granted  in 
paragraph  1  above,  the  petition  for  re¬ 
consideration  fiied  herein  is  hereby  de¬ 
nied:  and 

3.  A  copy  of  this  order  will  be  filed 
with  the  aforesaid  tariff  and  be  served 
upon  Frontier  Airlines,  Inc, 


iWe  will  permit  Frontier  to  Increase  its 
deluxe  coach  fares  in  these  markets  to  115 
percent  of  the  existing  regular  coach  fare. 

>  Appendix  A  filed  as  part  of  the  original 
document. 

*  The  fares  and  provisions  will  become 
effective  in  accordance  with  the  filing  of 
appropriate  tariffs. 
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This  order  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board.* 

[SEAL]  Harry  J.  Zink, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2376  Filed  2-19-71  ;8:49  am] 


[Docket  No.  11278;  Order  71-2-81] 

NEW  YORK-SAN  JUAN  MARKET 

Order  Regarding  Container  Rates 

Adopted  by  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board 
at  its  oflBce  in  Washington,  D.C.,  on  the 
17th  day  of  February  1971. 

By  Order  70-8-82  dated  August  20, 
1970,  the  Board  requested  interested  par¬ 
ties  to  advise  within  30  days  why  the 
Board’s  minimum  cargo  rate  order  in 
the  New  York-San  Juan  market  should 
not  be  further  amended  to  permit  ad¬ 
ditional  container  discounts.  Previously, 
by  amending  Order  70-2-97  dated  Feb¬ 
ruary  24,  1970,  the  Board  authorized  the 
implementation  of  certain  domestic  con¬ 
tainerization  incentives  for  Types  A,  B, 
B-2,  and  D  containers.  Subsequently,  by 
Order  70-4-138  and  70-7-23  dated 
April  28  and  July  6,  1970,  respectively, 
the  Board  authorized  the  implementa¬ 
tion  of  different  international  contain¬ 
erization  incentives  for  Types  LE>-3  and 
pallet/igloo  (LD-7)  containers.  Recon¬ 
sideration  of  Order  70-7-23  was  re¬ 
quested,  but  denied  by  the  Board  by 
Order  70-8-82,  supra.  Accompanying 
such  denial,  however,  was  a  proposed 
further  modification  of  the  minimum 
rate  order  whereby  the  international 
concepts  would  also  be  permitted  on  the 
Type  A,  B,  B-2,  and  D  containers,  and 
the  domestic  concepts  permitted  on  the 
LD-3  and  LD-7  units.  By  this  means, 
competitive  rates  could  be  established 
for  all  containerized  traffic,  and  all  car¬ 
riers  could  offer  competitive  rates,  ir¬ 
respective  of  the  aircraft  or  container- 
type  utilized. 

Pan  American  World  Airways,  Inc. 
fPan  American)  and  Trans  Caribbean 
Airways,  Inc.  (Trans  Caribbean)  have 
supported  such  further  modification.  In 
addition,  in  the  interests  of  simplicity, 
both  Pan  American  and  Trans  Carib¬ 
bean  have  urged  standardization  of  ex¬ 
cess-weight  rates  at  10  cents  per  pound 
which  has  not  been  opposed.*  The  carriers 
state  that  this  adjustment  would  have 
negligible  effect  on  the  container  rates 
and  charges  and  would  simplify  the 
tariffs. 

In  opposition  to  the  Board’s  proposed 
modification,  however.  Airlift  Interna¬ 
tional,  Inc.  (Airlift)  has  proposed  a  new 


‘Concurring  and  dissenting  statement  of 
Vice  Chairman  Glllilland  filed  as  part  of  the 
original  document. 

1  As  shown  in  Attachment  A  to  Order  70- 
8-82,  the  referenced  domestic  formula  pro¬ 
duces  an  excess- weight  rate  of  9.5  cents  per 
pound,  and  the  international  formula  pro¬ 
duces  a  rate  of  10  cents  per  pound. 


schedule  of  container  rates,’  wherein  the 
cubic  capacity  of  each  container  at  a 
minimum  density  of  7  pounds  per  cubic 
foot  (Ib/cft)  is  rated  at  13  cents  per 
pound,  a  density  incentive  created  at  12 
Ib/cft  wherein  the  rate  would  be  10  cents 
per  pound,  and  the  payload-density  and 
rate  stages  in  between  7  and  12  Ib/cft 
would  be  equally  incremented,  as  follows: 


Rate  in 
cents  per 

Payload  density  (lb  cu.  ft.)  pound 

7  _ 13.9 

8  _ _ _ _ —  12.4 

9  _ _ 11.8 

10  _ _ —  11.2 

11  _ - _  10.6 

12 _ _  10.0 


Thus  each  container,  irrespiective  of  type 
and  capacity,  would  offer  the  same  rate 
per  poimd  at  the  same  payload  density. 
In  practice  and  in  tariff  form.  Airlift 
proposes  that  this  formula  be  expressed 
as  a  series  of  specific  minimum  weight 
plateaus,  with  a  total  dollar  charge  for 
each,  that  such  charges  be  constant  as 
between  such  density  plateaus,  and  that 
an  excess-weight  rate  (10  cents  per 
pound)  would  apply  only  above  the  max¬ 
imum  density  level  (12  Ib/cft) ,  as  shown 
in  the  examples  noted  below.’ 


Container  Payload  Mlnl- 

- density  mum 

Type  Cube  Qb./eu.-  weiiilit 
(cu.-ft.)  ft.)  Ob.) 


Rate 

per 


(lb.) 


Charge 

per 

con¬ 

tainer 


A- 2 


7 

3,  ISO 

13.0 

$410. 00 

R 

3,600 

12.4 

446.40 

1» 

4,050 

11.8 

477. 90 

10 

4,800 

11.2 

504.00 

11 

4,950 

10.6 

624. 70 

12 

5,400 

10.0 

540.00 

7 

444 

1.3.0 

57.  72 

8 

507 

12.4 

62. 87 

.571 

11.8 

67.38 

1(1 

634 

11.2 

71. 01 

11 

6»i8 

10.6 

73.90 

12 

761 

10.0 

76.10 

By  a  response  filed  January  7,  1971, 
Pan  American  oppKises  Airlift’s  counter¬ 
proposal  as  being  technically  deficient 
in  not  recognizing  that  a  charge  com¬ 
puted  within  one  weight  range  should 
not  exceed  the  average  charge  for  the 
next  higher  weight  range.* 

Present  'Type  D  container  charges,  or 
as  proposed  by  the  Board  in  Order  70-8- 
82,  supra,  would  range  from  $72  to  $76, 


2  Airlift’s  response  was  not  timely  with 
respect  to  the  30-day  period  set  forth  In 
Order  70-8-82  (answers  due  September  21, 
1970).  Accordingly,  their  reply  of  October  7, 
1970,  to  the  Pan  American  and  Trans  Carib¬ 
bean  responses  was  accompanied  by  a 
motion  for  leave  to  file  such  reply.  Airlift 
states  that  coimter-proposals  to  the  Board’s 
order  were  introduced  by  the  other  carriers, 
and  that  although  Airlift  did  not  Intend  to 
note  any  objections  to  the  Board’s  order,  the 
modifications  suggested  by  the  other  car¬ 
riers  now  necessitate  a  response  by  Airlift. 
The  Board  will  grant  Airlift’s  motion. 

*  See  the  following  table: 

‘  Pan  American’s  response  was  accompanied 
by  a  motion  for  leave  to  file  an  unauthor¬ 
ized  document  which  the  Board  will  grant. 
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from  $403  to  $568  for  the  Type  A-2  con¬ 
tainer.  Thus  Airlift  states  that  the 
proposed  charges  would  approximate  the 
existing  and/or  Board  proposed  range  of 
charges. 

The  Mayor  and  City  Council  of  Balti¬ 
more,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce  of 
Metropolitan  Baltimore,  and  the  Chair¬ 
man,  State  Aviation  Committee,  in  a 
joint  answer  have  also  responded  to 
Order  78-8-82.  While  not  commenting 
on  the  existing  or  proposed  container 
rates,  charges,  or  formulas,  per  se,  the 
Baltimore  and  Maryland  parties  request 
that  the  Board’s  modifications  of  its 
minimum  rate  order  permitting  such 
container  rates  be  made  equally 
applicable  from  and  to  Baltimore.® 

The  initial  modifications  to  permit 
discounts  for  the  LD-3  and  LD-7  con¬ 
tainers  were  based  on  cubic  capacities  for 
these  units  of  158  and  350  cubic  feet, 
respectively.  Pan  American’s  response  to 
Order  70-8-82  specifically  focuses  on 
the  Board’s  proposed  use  of  outside  di¬ 
mensions,  and  advocates  160  eft  for  the 
LD-3  unit,  instead  of  158  eft-  as  previ¬ 
ously  employed.  In  addition,  while  con¬ 
ceding  a  range  of  355  to  400  eft  for  the 
LD-7  unit,  they  advocate  350  eft  as  the 
basis  for  pricing,  thus  insuring  continu¬ 
ation  of  existing  LD-7  rates  in  this 
market.  Pan  American  also  suggests  cer¬ 
tain  minor  adjustments  in  the  existing 
container  rates  on  Type  A-1  and  A-2 
pallet/igloos  to  simplify  the  rates  on 
such  units. 

Upon  consideration  of  the  responses  to 
Order  70-8-82  and  other  relevant  mat¬ 
ters,  and  in  consideration  of  the  power 
the  Board  has  reserved  in  Order  E-23840 
to  make  modifications  in  the  minimum 
rates  without  hearing,  and  of  the  fact 
that  no  hearing  has  been  requested  by 
any  party,  the  outstanding  minimum 
rates  will  be  further  modified  by  the 
order  herein  so  as  to  permit  additional 
discounts  on  containerized  traffic,  es¬ 
sentially  as  proposed  in  Order  70-8-82. 
The  only  exceptions  thereto  which  we 
now  introduce  will  consist  of  (1)  a 
standard  excess-weight  rate  of  10  cents 
per  poimd,  and  (2)  cube  capacities  on 
the  LD-3  and  LD-7  containers  of  160- 
166,  and  373  cubic  feet,  respectively.  The 
change  in  excess-weight  rates  will 
simplify  the  tariff  publication  and  use 
of  these  rates. 

The  change  in  cube  for  the  LD-3  unit 
from  158  to  160  cu.  ft.  is  minor  and  will 
not  materially  affect  the  charges  on  this 
unit.  We  are  establishing,  however,  an 
appropriate  level  of  charges  for  this  unit 


’  The  Board’s  original  minimum  rate  Order 
E-23431  dated  March  28,  1966,  and  as 
amended,  applies  equally  to  Baltimore,  Phil¬ 
adelphia,  and  Washington,  as  well  as  New 
York  and  Newark,  and  no  further  condition 
upon  the  Board’s  outstanding  orders  is 
necessary  in  order  to  permit  common  rating 
of  the  above  cities  in  the  Puerto  Rico  market. 
The  Board  notes,  however,  that  only  New 
York  and  Newark  have  been  accorded 
container  rates  to  San  Juan  by  the  carriers. 
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when  it  consists  of  the  larger  166  cu.  ft. 
version. 

We  have  concluded  to  use  373  cu.  ft.  as 
the  premise  for  construction  of  liD-7 
rates.  This  figure  is  the  product  of  the 
useable  base  dimensions  of  122"  x  84", 
which  Pan  American  concedes,  times  a 
height  of  63",  as  opposed  to  Pan  Amer¬ 
ican’s  stated  practice  of  limiting  pallet 
build-up  to  60".  To  avoid  such  change 
in  these  rates  without  adequate  notice, 
however,  we  will  not  require  upward  re¬ 
vision  of  existing  tariffs  on  the  LD-7  unit 
until  April  1, 1971. 

The  Board  will  not  adopt  Airlift’s 
proposed  new  schedule  of  rates  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  believed  to  be  techni¬ 
cally  deficient  with  respect  to  payloads 
at  any  point  between  any  of  the  various 
specified  minimum  weights  and  fixed 
container  charges.®  While  we  recognize 
that  such  a  fixed-charge  schedule  of  rates 
would  indeed  simplify  the  application  of 
charges,  the  resulting  anomalies  and  con¬ 
flicts  are  considered  to  preclude  the  con¬ 
cept  as  now  presented. 

Neither  will  we  adopt  Pan  American’s 
suggestions  for  the  revision  of  Type  A 
rates.  Although  their  objective  is  worth¬ 
while  and  would  simplify  such  rates,  it 
would  also  distort  the  balance  between 
Type  A  units  of  varying  cube.  The  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  reflect  the  earlier-ap¬ 
proved  domestic  container  agreement 
wherein  the  carriers  fashioned  the  rela¬ 
tionship  of  these  units,  and  we  do  not 
believe  that  this  should  be  disturbed  at 
this  time. 

In  order  to  prescribe  in  one  order  the 
minimum  rates,  charges,  and  other  rel¬ 
evant  provisions  applicable  to  contain¬ 
erized  traffic,  which  have  previously  been 
set  forth  in  a  series  of  orders  amending 
the  basic  rate  orders,  we  will  by  this  order 
withdraw  the  series  of  previous  modifica¬ 
tions  and  specifications  prescribed  in 
such  orders,  and  will  prescribe  herein  the 
complete  schedule  of  modifications  to  the 
basic  orders  as  related  to  container 
traffic.’ 

Accordingly,  pursuant  to  the  Federal 
Aviation  Act  of  1958,  and  particularly 
sections  204(a)  and  1002  thereof: 

It  is  ordered.  That: 

1.  The  motions  of  Airlift  International, 
Inc.,  and  Pan  American  World  Air¬ 
ways,  Inc.,  dated  October  7,  1970,  and 
January  5,  1971,  respectively,  for  leave 


•  Referring  to  the  Type  ,D  previously  de¬ 
scribed  in  footnote  if  the  proposed  charge 
at  8  Ib./cu.  ft.  (507  lbs.  x  12.4  cents  per  lb.) 
of  $62.87  were  applied  to  the  weight  range 
immediately  above  (508  to  570  lbs..  Inclusive) 
the  resulting  rate  per  lb.  at  670  lbs.  would  be 
11.03  cents,  or  below  the  rate  at  1  lb.  more 
(9  Ib./cu.  ft. =671  lbs.)  of  11.8  cents.  Simi¬ 
larly,  if  the  foregoing  8  Ib./cu.  ft.  charge  of 
$62.87  were  applied  to  the  weight  range  im¬ 
mediately  below  (445  to  506  lbs.),  the  result¬ 
ing  rate  per  lb.  at  445  lbs.  would  be  14.13 
cents,  as  compared  to  the  13-cent  rate  at  1  lb. 
less  (7  Ib./cu.  ft.=444  lbs.). 

?  Future  changes  in  the  domestic  and  in¬ 
ternational  containerization  agreements  will 
not  be  construed  automatically  to  modify 
the  minimum  rate  order. 


NOTICES 


to  file  documents  in  Docket  11278  are 
granted; 

2.  The  specifications  establishing  the 
minimum  rates,  charges,  provisions,  and 
other  conditions  for  the  carriage  of  con¬ 
tainerized  traffic  as  set  forth  in  Order 

69- 4-32  dated  April  4,  1969,  and  Orders 

70- 2-97,  70-4-138,  and  70-7-23  dated 
Februan^  24,  April  28,  and  Ji^  6,  1970, 
respectively,  are  hereby  withdrawn:  * 

3.  Order  E-23431  dated  March  28, 1966 
(as  amended  by  Order  E-23840  dated 
June  21,  1966)  is  hereby  further  amend¬ 
ed  to  establish  minimum  rates,  charges 
and  other  terms  and  conditions  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  carriage  of  containerized 
traffic  as  follows:  ” 

(A)  The  airport-to-airp>ort  transpor¬ 
tation  of  shipper-loaded /consignee-un¬ 
loaded  Type  A,  B,  B-2,  and  D  contain¬ 
ers,  as  defined  in  Agreement  CAB  21225 
may  be  performed: 

(1)  Without  charging  for  the  empty 
(tare)  weight  of  such  containers,  as  pro¬ 
vided  in  said  agreement; 

(2)  A  minimum  payload  for  such  con¬ 
tainers  shall  be  imposed,  as  provided 
in  said  agreement; 

(3)  Unitization  discounts  may  be  ap¬ 
plied  to  such  containers,  as  provided  in 
said  agreement,  and  a  density  incentive 
at  10  cents  per  pound  may  be  applied, 
applicable  to  all  poundage  in  the  re¬ 
spective  containers  in  excess  of  the  min¬ 
imum  weights  imposed; 

(4»  Detention  charges  shall  be  as¬ 
sessed  on  such  containers,  as  provided  in 
said  agreement:  and 

(5)  An  additional  density  incentive 
based  on  11.97  pounds  per  cubic  foot  may 
be  applied,  times  a  rate  of  10  cents  per 
pound,  and  all  poimdage  in  excess  of 
such  minimum  weight  shall  be  charged 
at  10  cents  per  poimd; 

(B)  The  airport-to-airport  transpor¬ 
tation  of  carrier-owned  shipper-loaded/ 
consignee-unloaded  Type  LD-3  and  Type 
LD-7  containers  (designed  for  carriage 
in  the  lower  cargo  compartment  of 
B-747  aircraft,  but  not  restricted  to 
carriage  in  such  aircraft),  may  be 
performed:’® 

(1)  Without  charging  for  the  empty 
(tare)  weight  of  such  containers: 

(2)  A  minimum  charge  shall  be  as¬ 
sessed  based  on  the  cubic  capacity  of  the 
unit  type  offered  by  the  carrier  (either 
160  or  166  cubic  feet  for  the  LD-3  con¬ 
tainer  and  373  cubic  feet  for  the^  LD-7 
container ),  times : 

(a)  A  density  of  7.0  pounds  per  cubic 
foot  times  a  rate  of  13  cents  per  pound, 
and  all  poundage  in  excess  of  such  mini¬ 
mum  weight  shall  be  charged  at  10  cents 
per  pound;  and 


•Order  70-7-23  with  respect  to  the  LD-7 
unit  Is  withdrawn  effective  April  1,  1971. 

•See  Appendix  A  (filed  as  part  of  the  orig¬ 
inal  document)  for  container  minimum 
weights,  rates,  and  charges  which  may  be 
filed  as  a  result  of  these  modifications. 

“  The  modification  prescribed  herein  with 
respect  to  the  LD-7  unit  shall  be  effective 
Apr.  1, 1971. 


(b)  A  density  of  11.97  pounds  per 
cubic  foot  times  a  rate  of  10  cents  per 
pound,  and  all  poimdage  in  excess  of 
such  minimum  weight  shall  be  charged 
at  10  cents  per  pound; 

(3)  When  an  LD-3  container  is  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  shipper  the  carrier  may 
refund  $15; 

(4)  Unloading  of  an  LD  container  may 
be  performed  by  the  carrier,  providing 
a  reasonable  charge  for  such  service  is 
assessed  in  addition  to  all  other  charges; 

(5)  Detention  charges  shall  be  as¬ 
sessed  of  not  less  than  2  cents  per  cubic 
foot  per  24-hour  period  or  fraction 
thereof  for  shipper/consignee  detention 
time  in  excess  of  free  loading/unloading 
time  periods  of  not  less  than  36  hours; 
and 

(C)  Direct  air  carriers  which  elect  to 
transport  containers  in  accordance  with 
the  above  shall  publish  appropriate  tariff 
provisions  therefor,  and  shall  report 
such  container  traffic  to  the  Board  on  a 
monthly  basis  in  such  form  as  may  be 
authorized. 

This  order  will  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

By  the  Civil  Aeronautics  Board. 

[seal]  Harry  J.  Zink, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2377  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 

FARM  CREDIT  ADMINISTRATION 

[Farm  CJredit  Administration  Order  744] 

^  DEPUTY  GOVERNOR  ET  AL. 

Order  of  Precedence  To  Act  as 
Governor 

February  16,  1971. 

1.  In  the  event  that  the  Governor  of 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration  is  ab¬ 
sent  or  is  not  able  to  perform  the  duties 
of  his  office  for  any  other  reason,  the 
officer  of  the  Farm  Credit  Administration 
who  is  the  highest  on  the  following  list 
and  who  is  available  to  act  is  hereby 
authorized  to  exercise  and  perform  all 
functions,  powers,  authority,  and  duties 
pertaining  to  the  office  of  Governor  •of 
the  Farm  Credit  Administration: 

(1)  Deputy  Governor; 

(2)  Deputy  Governor  and  Director,  Land 
Bank  Services; 

(3)  Deputy  Governor  and  Director,  Pro¬ 
duction  Credit  Services; 

(4)  Deputy  Governor  and  Director,  Co¬ 
operative  Bank  Services; 

(5)  General  Counsel; 

(6)  Chief  Examiner; 

(7)  Director,  Accounting,  Budget  and  Data 
Management; 

(8)  Any  other  officer  of  the  Farm  Credit 
Administration  designated  by  the  Governor. 

2.  This  order  shall  be  effective  Febru¬ 
ary  16, 1971,  and  supersedes  Farm  Credit 
Administration  Order  No.  729,  dated 
July  29,  1969  (34  F.R.  12604). 

E.  A.  Jaenke, 
Goroernor, 

Farm  Credit  Administration. 

IFR  Doc.71-2338  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 
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FEDERAL  COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 

[Dockets  Nos.  18912,  18913;  FCC  71R-55] 

FOLKWAYS  BROADCASTING  CO., 
INC.,  AND  HARRIMAN  BROAD¬ 
CASTING  CO. 

Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
Enlarging  Issues 

In  regard  applications  of  Folkways 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.,  Harriman,  Tenn., 
Docket  No.  18912,  Piled  No.  BPH-5495, 
and  F.  L.  Crowder,  trading  as  Harriman 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Harriman,  Tenn., 
Docket  No.  18913,  Pile  No.  BPH-5537;  for 
construction  permits. 

1.  This  proceeding  involves  the  mu¬ 
tually  exclusive  applications  of  Folkways 
Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc.  (Folkways),  and 
P.  L.  Crowder  trading  as  Harriman 
Broadcasting  Co.  (Harriman)  for  a  per¬ 
mit  to  construct  and  operate  a  new  FM 
broadcast  station  on  Channel  224A  at 
Harriman,  Tenn.  By  order,  FCC  70-736, 
released  July  14,  1970  (35  F.R.  11597, 
published  July  18, 1970) ,  the  Commission 
designated  the  two  applications  for  hear¬ 
ing  on  several  issues,  including  the 
standard  comparative  issue.  Presently 
before  the  Review  Board  is  a  petition  to 
enlarge  issues,  filed  September  30,  1970, 
by  Harriman,^  requesting  the  addition  of 
false  logging  and  lottery  issues  against 
Folkways. 

False  logging  issue.  2.  In  support  of 
its  request  for  a  false  logging  issue,  Har¬ 
riman  submits  the  affidavit  of  Patrick  M. 
O’Shea,  a  former  employee  of  Folkways’ 
standard  broadcast  station  ( WHBT-AM) 
in  Harriman.  In  his  affidavit,  O’Shea 
states  that  he  was  employed  by  Folk¬ 
ways  from  April  1,  1968,  until  August  1, 
1968,  and  that  during  this  period  he 
recorded  “spot”  commercials  up  to  105 
seconds  in  length  which  were  logged  as 
60-second  spots.  He  avers  that  he  did 
this  for  the  Harriman  Motor  Co.  spots 
at  the  insistence  of  the  station’s  “sales¬ 
lady”  and  “Station  Manager,”  and  that 
when  he  protested  about  this  practice, 
he  was  threatened  with  a  discharge. 
O’Shea  fmther  alleges  that  after  he  left 
Folkways  in  August,  1968,  he  tape  re¬ 
corded,  off  the  air,  WHBT’s  broadcasts, 
revealing  up  to  25  minutes  per  hour  of 
commercial  messages,  O’Shea  contends 
that  Folkways’  1967  renewal  application 
for  WHBT  represented  an  18-minute  per 
hour  limit  on  commercials.  O’Shea 
alleges,  therefore,  that  Folkways  has 
been  guilty  of  overcommercialization. 
Petitioner  further  argues  that  WHBT’s 
renewal  application  also  stated  a  limit 
of  up  to  22  minutes  per  hour  commercial 
time  in  special  circumstances,  such  as 
holiday  seasons,  but  continues  Harri¬ 
man,  Folkways’  25-minute  practice  ex¬ 
ceeds  even  that  limit,  as  well  as  the 
18 1/2 -minute  limit  contained  in  WHBT’s 

1  Also  before  the  Board  are  the  following 
related  pleadings:  (a)  Clomments,  filed  Oct  19 
19,  1970,  by  the  Broadcast  Bureau;  (b)  op¬ 
position,  filed  Oct.  20,  1970,  by  Folkways;  and 
(c)  reply,  filed  Oct.  28,  1970,  by  Harriman. 


composite  week  for  the  1969  renewal  ap¬ 
plication.  Harriman  concedes  that  its 
petition  is  imtimely,  but  contends  that 
good  cause  exists  for  filing  at  this  time. 
In  this  regard,  petitioner  avers  that  the 
underlying  basis  for  the  petition  is  the 
affidavit  of  O’Shea,  and  that  O’Shea  is 
currently  serving  in  the  U.S.  Navy  at 
Great  Lakes  Naval  Training  Center  in 
Illinois.  Harriman  assets  that  O’Shea 
was  contacted  during  the  third  week  in 
August  in  connection  with  a  petition  to 
enlarge  issues  filed  by  Folkways  on  Au¬ 
gust  3,  1970,“  relating  to  another  matter, 
and  that,  in  the  course  of  that  meeting, 
information  pertinent  to  the  instant  pe¬ 
tition  was  uncovered.  Harriman  further 
states  that  O’Shea’s  affidavits  regarding 
the  present  issues  were  not  received  by 
counsel  imtil  September  17,  1970;  the 
instant  petition  was  filed  on  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1970.  The  Broadcast  Bureau,  in 
its  comments,  supports  Harriman’s  re¬ 
quest  for  a  false  logging  issue. 

3.  In  opposition.  Folkways  contends 
that  Harriman’s  petition  is  both  pro- 
cedurally  and  substantively  deficient. 
Folkways  argues  that  the  petition  is  un¬ 
timely  because  it  is  more  than  2 
months  late  and  refers  to  matters  more 
than  2  years  old;  moreover.  Folkways 
urges,  good  cause  for  the  late  filing  has 
not  been  shown.  Folkways  also  attacks 
the  credibility  and  reliability  of  O’Shea, 
the  sole  support  for  Harriman’s  request 
for  a  false  logging  issue.  According  to 
Folkways,  O’Shea  is  imreliable,  irrespon¬ 
sible  and  has  a  personal  interest  in  Har¬ 
riman.  This  is  allegedly  evidenced  by  the 
fact  that  O’Shea  was  employed  by  Har¬ 
riman  subsequent  to  his  employment  at 
WHBT.  Folkways  also  avers  that  O’Shea 
has  in  the  past  written  letters  to  the 
President  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Commission  on  Harriman’s  behalf.®  Folk¬ 
ways  has  attached  copies  of  two  of  these 
letters  to  its  opposition  pleading  and 
suggests  that  O’Shea’s  interest,  which  is 
totally  unmentioned  by  Harriman  in  its 
petition,  colors  the  probative  value  of 
O’Shea’s  affidavit.  On  the  merits  of 
Harriman’s  request.  Folkways  submits 
the  affidavits  of  the  saleslady  and  station 
manager  referred  to  in  O’Shea’s  affida¬ 
vit,  attesting  that  no  false  logging  ever 
took  place  and  that  no  one  threatened 
O’Shea  with  discharge.  The  secretary 
who  kept  the  log  for  Station  WHBT 
avers  that  no  copy  for  rfarriman  Motor 
Co.  exceeded  the  limits  within  the  last 
2  years.  Finally,  Folkways  argues  that 
the  allegations  are  vague  and  confusing; 
that  nowhere  does  O’Shea  allege  with 
specificity  the  day,  date,  or  times  in¬ 
volved  in  the  charges;  that,  as  a  result, 

2  In  a  supplement  to  the  opposition  to 
Folkways’  petition,  Harriman  submitted  an 
affidavit  of  O’Shea  pertaining  to  the  matters 
raised  in  the  petition. 

'■The  letters  were  written  in  connection 
with  the  proceeding  in  Docket  No.  17255  in 
which  the  Commission  denied  Harriman’s 
application  for  a  construction  permit  to  op¬ 
erate  an  AM  radio  station  in  Harriman,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  on  the  ground  that  Harriman  had 
trafficked  in  broadcast  authorizations.  See 
Crowder  v.  FCC,  130  U.S.  App.  D.C.  198,  399  F, 
2d  569,  13  RR  2d  2073,  cert,  denied  393  U.S. 
962  (1968). 


Folkways  has  no  way  of  knowing  exactly 
what  O’Shea  is  referring  to;  and  that 
the  allegations  are  not  substantial 
enough  to  outweigh  the  public  interest 
benefit  in  the  orderly  administration  of 
Commission  business. 

4.  In  reply,  Harriman  contends  that 
Folkways’  opposition  is  nothing  but  a 
personal  attack  upon  O’Shea,  and  that 
the  only  important  question  is  whether 
O’Shea’s  affidavit  constitutes  a  prima 
facie  showing  which  requires  the  addi¬ 
tion  of  the  requested  issue.  Harri¬ 
man  suggests  that  questions  concerning 
O’Shea’s  motives  and  interests  are  mat¬ 
ters  which  may  be  explored  at  the  evi¬ 
dentiary  hearing  but  are  not  proper 
subjects  for  pleadings. 

5.  Harriman’s  request  for  a  false  log¬ 
ging  issue  will  be  granted.  Concededly, 
the  petition  is  late  filed  by  2  months 
(Rule  1.229(b));  however,  in  our  opin¬ 
ion,  Harriman  has  shown  good  cause  for 
the  late  filing  by  demonstrating  the  pre¬ 
vious  unavailability  of  O’Shea’s  allega¬ 
tions.  In  any  event,  Harriman  has  raised 
a  serious  and  substantial  public  interest 
question  which  requires  exploration  at 
the  evidentiary  hearing.  The  Edgefield- 
Saluda  Radio  Co.,  5  FCC  2d  148,  8  RR  2d 
611  (1966),  O’Shea’s  allegations  are,  in 
our  view,  sufficiently  specific  and  are 
based  on  an  affidavit  of  a  person  with 
first-hand  knowledge,  as  required  by 
Rule  1.229(c)  .*  Although  Folkways  denies 
the  allegations,  the  Review  Board  is  con¬ 
fronted  with  conflicting  affidavits,®  and, 
in  our  view,  the  serious  questions  raised 
are  best  resolved  on  the  basis  of  an  evi¬ 
dentiary  inquiry.®  See  Christian  Voice  of 
Central  Ohio,  26  FfX:  2d  76,  20  RR  2d  389 
(1970) ;  Sumiton  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc., 
15  FCC  2d  400,  14  RR  2d  1000  (1968). 
An  appropriate  issue  will  therefore  be 
specified  to  inquire  into  this  matter. 

Lottery  issue.  6.  Petitioner’s  request  for 
the  addition  of  a  lottery  issue  stems  from 
a  promotion  broadcast  by  Station  WHBT 
in  1969,  and  attested  to  by  O’Shea  in  an¬ 
other  affidavit  attached  to  Harriman’s 
petition.  The  promotion  is  known  as  the 
Commimity  Club  Awards  (CCA)  and  is 
conducted  in  the  following  manner:  The 
station  broadcasts  information  about 
participating  local  merchants  as  to  how 
many  club  “points”  can  be  earned  by  the 
purchase  of  specified  goods  at  specified 
times;  members  of  civic  clubs  registered 
with  the  station  who  listen  to  the  broad¬ 
cast  can  earn  “points”  for  tiieir  clubs 
by  making  appropriate  purchases;  at  the 

‘  See  Emerald  Broadcasting  Corp.  (KPIR), 
1  FCC  2d  1143,  6  RR  2d  262  (1965).  Compare 
WTAR  Radio-TV  Corp.  (WTAR-TV),  FCC 
70R-247,  19  RR  2d  661,  681. 

•■The  attacks  on  O’Shea’s  credibility  In 
Folkway’s  opposition  do  not  go  to  the  admis¬ 
sibility,  but  to  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 
The  weight  it  is  to  be  given  Is  a  matter  of 
fact  for  the  Hearing  Examiner  who  will  have 
an  opportunity  to  evaluate  O’Shea’s  testi¬ 
mony  and  make  a  determination  as  to  credi¬ 
bility.  The  PrattvUle  Broadcasting  Co.,  FCC 
65R-83,  4  RR  2d  728,  729,  n.  4. 

"  Harriman’s  request  for  an  inquiry  into 
Folkways’  commercial  practices  will  be 
denied  since  its  allegations  in  this  regard 
are  not  sufficient  to  support  the  request.  See 
§  1.229  of  the  rules. 
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end  of  each  promotion,  WHBT  coimts  up 
the  total  points  members  had  earned  for 
their  respective  clubs  and  awards  a  cash 
prize  to  the  club  with  the  most  points,'' 
The  promotion  was  further  implemented, 
asserts  petitioner,  by  a  “hear  your  name’’ 
game  in  which  listeners  would  send  in 
their  names  and  the  station,  selecting  the 
name  at  random,  would  read  them  back 
over  the  air.  Any  member  of  the  listening 
public  hearing  his  name  read  over  the  air 
could  call  the  station  within  a  specified 
time  to  inform  the  station  that  he  heard 
his  name.  In  this  manner,  more  points 
were  earned  for  the  member’s  club.  Peti¬ 
tioner  argues  that  the  elements  of  prize 
and  consideration  are  evident  on  the  face 
of  the  scheme  and  that  the  element  of 
chance  is  demonstrated  by  a  showing 
that  WHBT  alone  determined  the  win¬ 
ner,  and  that  it  is  not  “clear”  that  the 
club  with  the  highest  point  total  always 
won  the  prize.  Further,  petitioner  sug¬ 
gests,  the  element  of  chance  is  present 
in  that  no  participant  was  assured  of 
winning,  no  one  knew  which  club  had 
the  most  points  until  the  end  of  the 
promotion,  and  each  club’s  chance  of 
winning  was  dependent  on  the  highest 
point  total.  Therefore,  argues  petitioner, 
each  of  the  three  elements  of  a  lottery  is 
present  and  an  appropriate  issue  is 
required. 

7.  Folkways,  in  opposition,  submits 
that  the  request  for  a  lottery  issue  is  also 
imtimely  because  the  information  relied 
upon  was  available  long  before  the  peti¬ 
tion  was  filed.  With  regard  to  the  merits. 
Folkways  insists  that  the  promotion  is 
not  a  lottery,  but  a  nationwide  franchise, 
and,  as  such,  has  been  applauded  by  civic 
and  political  leaders  all  over  the  country. 
Folkways  submits  the  affidavit  of  John 
Gilmore,  president  of  CCA,  in  which  the 
affiant  details  how,  since  the  promotions’ 
inception  in  1955,  after  conference  with 
the  FCC  and  the  Post  Office  Department, 
not  one  inquiry  has  been  made  into  CCA. 
Folkways  also  argues'' that  the  element 
of  consideration  is  lacking  in  the  “hear 
your  name”  game.  Noting  that  it  has  al¬ 
ready  requested  a  lottery  issue  against 
Harriman  in  this  proceeding.  Folkways 
suggests  that  the  instant  request  is  retali¬ 
atory,  as  well  as  specious.  The  Broad¬ 
cast  Bureau  opposes  Harriman’s  request, 
and  agrees  with  Folkways  that  in  the 
“hear  your  name”  game  and  the  award¬ 
ing  of  points  by  pui’chase  of  merchandise, 
all  three  elements  of  a  lottery  are  not 
present.  The  Bureau  contends  that  the 
points  game  has  no  element  of  chance 
and  that  the  name  game  requires  no 
consideration. 

8.  In  reply,  Harriman  maintains  that, 
since  the  name  game  and  the  points 
game,  considered  together,  involve  all 
three  elements  of  a  lottery,  the  Review 
Board  should  view  the  entire  promotion 
as  a  single  scheme.  Petitioner  also  sub- 


’’  It  appears  from  the  promotional  material 
submitted  by  Folkways  that  all  participating 
clubs  received  some  prize  based  on  the 
volume  of  their  purchases,  and  that  first 
prizes  were  calculated  on  a  total  volume  and 
a  volume  per  capita  basis;  the  membership 
size’ of  any  club  was  not  a  limiting  factor. 


mits  that  since  only  club  members  could 
submit  their  names  for  the  name  game, 
a  requisite  for  the  name  game  was  par¬ 
ticipation  in  the  “purchasing  for  points” 
promotion,  and  such  participation  was 
consideration  for  the  name  game. 

9.  Harriman’s  request  for  a  lottery  Is¬ 
sue  will  be  denied.  It  does  not  appear 
from  the  facts  alleged  by  Harriman  and 
'admitted  by  Folkways  that  the  CCA 
scheme  constituted  a  lottery.  The  Com¬ 
mission’s  recent  public  notice  concern¬ 
ing  lotteries  (Applicability  of  Lottery 
Statutes  to  Contests  and  Sales  Promo¬ 
tions,  18  FCC  2d  52,  16  RR  2d  1559 
(1969)),  sets  out  the  three  “necessary” 
elements  of  a  lottery,  namely:  (1)  The 
awarding  of  a  prize;  (2)  upon  a  contin¬ 
gency  determined  by  chance;  (3)  to  a 
person  who  has  paid  or  agreed  to  pay  a 
valuable  consideration  for  a  chance  to 
win  a  prize.  See  also  FCC  v.  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  347  U.S. 
284, 10  RR  2030  (1954) ;  Keith  L.  Reising, 

3  FCC  2d  904,  8  RR  2d  62  (1966).  As  pe¬ 
titioner  suggests,  the  promotion  can  be 
divided  into  two  distinct  games,  the  name 
game  and  the  pmchase  for  points  game. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  element  of 
chance  was  present  in  the  points  game; 
apparently,  the  civic  club  earning  the 
most  points  won  the  prize  and  the  winner 
was  not  determined  by  lot  or  chance.  Cf. 
KTOK  Radio,  Inc.,  2  FCC  2d  697  (1966) ; 
’The  Noble  Broadcasting  Corp.,  1  FCC  2d 
154,  5  RR  2d  915  (1965).  Regarding  the 
name  game,  we  cannot  accept  petitioner’s 
argument  that  consideration  was  pres¬ 
ent;  a  member  of  a  civic  club  who  sent 
his  name  in  to  the  station  and  won  the 
contest  could  win  points  for  his  club 
without  being  obligated  to  make  any 
purchase  whatsoever.  See  FCC  v.  Amer¬ 
ican  Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  supra, 
347  U.S.  at  293-294,  10  RR  at  2036.  Com¬ 
pare  Glenn  West,  FCC  70R-387,  20  RR 
2d  697.  While  it  is  true  that  the  entire 
promotion  must  be  viewed  as  a  whole, 
nonetheless  the  two  parts  of  this  promo¬ 
tion  were  completely  independent  in  their 
operation,  there  being  no  requirement  to 
participate  in  one  to  be  eligible  for  the 
other.  Consequently,  as  the  Broadcast 
Bureau  notes,  all  three  elements  of  a 
lottery  were  not  present  in  either  of  the 
unconnected  schemes.  The  Review  Board 
has  also  very  carefully  considered  pe¬ 
titioner’s  argument  that  since  at  any 
time  during  the ’campaign  no  club  knew 
where  it  stood  in  the  points  race  (i.e.,  no 
rimning  scores  were  announced),  each 
club  took  a  chance  on  being  the  eventual 
winner.  While  not  a  classic  example  of 
chance,  the  uncertainty  in  each  club’s 
position  at  any  time  diming  the  promo¬ 
tion  might  make  the  final  winner  “in¬ 
capable  of  ascertainment  or  accomplish¬ 
ment  by  means  of  human  foresight  or 
ingenuity.”  U.S.  v.  Rich,  90  F.  Supp.  624, 
627  (1950) .  While  we  do  not  perceive  how 
this  promotion  encourages  the  type  of 
pernicious  gambling  the  lottery  statutes 
are.  designed  to  prevent,  FCC  v.  American 
Broadcasting  Company,  Inc.,  supra,  the 
undisclosed  standings  of  the  clubs  dur¬ 
ing  the  promotion  inject  into  the  scheme 
an  element  of  uncertainty  that  might  in¬ 
duce  participants  to  make  purchases.  Al¬ 


though,  we  are  of  the  view  that  a  lottery 
issue  is  not  warranted  on  this  basis  alone, 
we  do  think  this  a  very  close  question. 
Folkways  is  reminded  of  its  “responsi¬ 
bility  to  exercise  diligence  to  make  sure 
that  promotions  advertised  over  [its]  fa¬ 
cilities  are  not  lotteries,”  and  Folkways 
must  “take  all  reasonable  steps  to  learn 
whether  the  promotion,  in  its  actual  op¬ 
erations,  is  being  conducted  as  a  lottery.” 
Applicability  of  Lottery  Statutes,  supra, 
18  FCC  2d  at  53, 16  RR  2d  at  1560. 

11.  Accordingly,  it  is  ordered,  ’That  the 
petition  to  enlarge  issues,  filed  Septem¬ 
ber  30,  1970,  by  Harriman  Broadcasting 
Co.  is  granted  to  the  extent  indicated 
herein,  and  is  denied  in  all  other  re¬ 
spects;  and 

12.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  is¬ 
sues  in  this  proceeding  are  enlarged  to 
include  the  following  issue :  To  determine 
whether  Folkways  Broadcasting  Co.,  Inc. 
has  falsified  the  program  logs  of  stand¬ 
ard  broadcast  Station  WHBT,  and,  if  so, 
whether  such  conduct  reflects  on  the  ap¬ 
plicant’s  basic  and/or  comparative 
qualifications. 

13.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  bur¬ 
den  of  proceeding  under  the  issue  added 
herein  shall  be  on  F.  L.  Crowder,  trading 
as  Harriman  Broadcasting  Co.,  and  that 
the  burden  of  proof  shall  be  on  Folkways 
Broadcasting  Co. 

Adopted;  February  12, 1971. 

Released:  February  17, 1971. 

Federal  Commttnications 
Commission,® 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2367  Filed  2-19-71:8:48  am] 


[Docket  No.  18825;  FCC  71-135] 

TOUCHET  VALLEY  TELEVISION,  INC. 

Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
Reopening  Proceeding 

In  regard  cease  and  desist  order  to  be 
directed  against  Touchet  'Valley  Televi¬ 
sion,  Inc.,  owner  and  operator  of  a  CATV 
System  at  Dayton,  Wash.,  Docket  No. 
18825,  File  No.  SR-76910-N. 

1.  Before  us  are:  (1)  An  Initial  Deci¬ 
sion  of  Hearing  Examiner  Isadore  A. 
Honig,  FCC  70D-39,  released  Septem¬ 
ber  8, 1970,  directing  that  Touchet  Valley 
Television,  Inc.  (Touchet  Valley),  cease 
and  desist  from  violation  of  §  74.1103  (a) 
and  (e)  of  the  rules;  (2)  exceptions,  and 
brief  in  support  thereof,  filed  October  8, 
1970,  by  Touchet  Valley;  (3)  a  reply 
filed  October  21,  1970,  by  Columbia  Em¬ 
pire  Broadcasting  Co.;  and  (4)  a  reply 
filed  October  21,  1970,  by  the  Chief, 
Broadcast  Bureau. 

2.  This  proceeding  was  instituted  by 
an  Order  to  Show  Cause,  FCC  70-324,  22 
FCC  2d  389,  released  April  8,  1970. 
Therein  it  was  stated  that  Touchet  Valley 
Television,  Inc.  (Touchet  Valley),  oper¬ 
ator  of  a  CATV  system  in  Dayton,  Wash., 


*  Board  Member  Slone  absent;  Board  Mem¬ 
ber  Nelson  dissenting  In  part  and  voting  lor 
a  lottery  Issue. 
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appeared  to  be  In  violation  of  §  74.1103 
(a)  and  (e)  of  the  Conunission’s  rules 
by  reason  of  its  failure  to  accord  re¬ 
quested  carriage  and  nonduplication 
protection  to  television  Station  KNDU, 
Richland,  Wash.  In  a  petition  for  recon¬ 
sideration  of  such  order,  Touchet  Valley 
alleged  that  material  submitted  with 
such  pleading  demonstrated  that  KNDU’s 
signal  at  the  CATV’s  headend  is  too  weak 
to  permit  its  carriage  and  that  such 
signal  is  unavailable  in  the  community  of 
Dayton.  Relying  upon  Community  Serv¬ 
ice,  Inc.,  21  FCC  2d  719,  18  RR  2d  605 
(1970),  Touchet  Valley  alleged  that,  in 
view  of  the  showing  made,  the  proceeding 
should  be  dismissed  or  that  the  Order 
instituting  the  proceeding  should  be  re¬ 
vised  to  state  that  evidence  as  to  signal 
strength  over  Dayton  would  be  admissible 
at  the  hearing.  Thereafter,  the  cable 
operator  filed  a  supplement  to  the  peti¬ 
tion  asserting  that  its  proffer  of  such 
evidence  at  the  hearing  had  been 
rejected  by  the  Examiner. 

3.  While  the  matter  was  imder  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Commission,  the  Hear¬ 
ing  Examiner  issued  his  initial  decision 
as  set  forth  above.  In  a  memorandiun 
opinion  and  order,  25  FCC  2d  1011,  re¬ 
leased  October  1,  1970,  we  dismissed  the 
petition  for  reconsideration,  stating, 
inter  alia,  that  under  the  circiunstances 
the  proper  procedure  for  obtaining  a 
determination  respecting  the  questions 
raised  by  Touchet  Valley  is  by  way  of 
exceptions  to  the  initial  decision. 

4.  Touchet  Valley’s  exceptions  to  the 
initial  decision  and  its  brief  in  support 
thereof  are  now  before  us  for  considera¬ 
tion.  Therein  Touchet  Valley  objects  to 
the  Examiner’s  rejection  of  proffered 
evidence  concerning  the  quality  of 
KNDU’s  signal  in  the  community  and  at 
the  CA’TV  headend.  Citing  Community 
Service,  supra,  and  our  recent  decision 
in  H  &  B  American  Cablevision  Co.,  25 
FCC  2d  75,  released  August  3,  1970, 
Touchet  Valley  argues  that  such  evidence 
is  relevant  and  admissible  in  a  show 
cause  proceeding  and  that  the  Hearing 
Examiner  erred  in  issuing  a  cease  and 
desist  order  without  considering  the 
proffered  evidence.  It  therefore  requests 
that  the  Hearing  Examiner’s  decision  be 
reversed  and  that  KNDU  be  required  to 
provide  a  useable  signal  in  the  com¬ 
munity  before  being  accorded  carriage 
and  nonduplication  protection  or.  that, 
in  the  alternative,  the  proceeding  be 
remanded  for  further  hearing. 

5.  The  exceptions  are  opposed  by  the 
Chief,  Broadcast  Bureau  and  by  Colum¬ 
bia  Empire  Broadcasting  Co.,  licensee  of 
television  station  KNDU.  Although  the 
Bureau  concedes  that  H  &  B  American 
tends  to  support  Touchet  Valley’s  posi¬ 
tion  concerning  the  relevance  of  evidence 
respecting  signal  quality  in  a  show  cause 
proceeding,  it  mges  that  the  Examiner’s 
ruling  under  the  circiunstances  of  this 
case  was  correct.  The  Bureau  maintains 
that  in  view  of  the  Commission’s  prior 
denial  of  Touchet  Valley’s  request  for  a 


waiver  of  §  74.1103  ‘  and  its  directive  that 
this  show  cause  proceeding  be  conducted 
expeditiously,  the  Examiner  exercised 
soimd  administrative  judgment  in  refus¬ 
ing  to  go  into  the  question  of  signal  qual¬ 
ity.  Moreover,  the  Bureau  asserts,  the 
excluded  engineering  exhibit  is  incom¬ 
petent  to  show  that  the  signal  is  not 
available  in  the  community  as  claimed, 
and  it  is  extremely  doubtful  that  any 
supplemental  oral  testimony  by  Touchet 
Valley’s  sponsoring  witness  would  cure 
the  exhibit’s  defects.  Columbia  also 
agrees  that  H  &  B  American  apparently 
broadened  the  scope  of  evidence  which 
may  be  adduced  in  a  show  cause  pro¬ 
ceeding  to  include  technical  data  re¬ 
specting  signal  quality,  but  it  asserts  that 
the  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  one 
under  consideration.  Here,  it  states, 
Touchet  Valley  itself  failed  in  the  waiver 
proceeding  to  support  the  allegations  of 
lack  of  signal  quality;  whereas  in  H  &  B 
American  the  respondent  in  the  show 
cause  proceeding  was  a  successor  to  the 
owner  which  had  failed  to  support  the 
claimed  lack  of  signal  in  the  waiver  pro¬ 
ceeding,  and  the  Commission  appropri¬ 
ately  could  permit  the  “newcomer  to  the 
proceeding’’  to  furnish  additional  engi¬ 
neering  evidence.  Columbia  also  contends 
that  the  proffered  evidence  is  incompe¬ 
tent  to  show  poor  reception  of  Station 
KNDU’s  signal. 

6.  As  the  Bureau  points  out,  Touchet 
Valley  had  requested  a  waiver  of  the 
provisions  of  §  74.1103  of  the  rules  prior 
to  the  institution  of  the  show  cause  pro¬ 
ceeding,  and  its  request  was  denied.  In 
the  denial  order  the  Commission  rejected 
as  a  ground  for  waiver  the  cable  opera¬ 
tor’s  contention  that  a  weak  signal  from 
KNDU  was  received  at  the  CATV  head- 
end  not  only  because  the  assertion  was 
unsupported  by  engineering  data,  but 
also  because  of  its  view  that  Touchet 
Valley’s  “obligation  for  carriage  stems 
from  the  predicted  signal  over  its  CA’TV 
system  rather  than  the  strength  of  the 
signal  available  at  its  headend.’’  In  light 
of  this  decision,  the  Hearing  Examiner’s 
exclusion  of  the  proffered  evidence  con¬ 
cerning  the  quality  of  KNDU’s  signal  in 
the  commimity  as  irrelevant  is  certainly 
understandable.  However,  in  Commimity 
Service,  which  was  decided  after  the  de¬ 
nial  of  Touchet  Valley’s  waiver  request, 
the  Commission  enunciated  a  new  policy 
which  must  be  considered  in  connection 
with  the  disposition  of  this  proceeding. 
In  Community  Service  we  stated  (21  FCC 
2d  at  726) : 

However,  we  do  not  consider  it  equitable  or 
in  the  public  Interest  to  rely  solely  on  CATV 
systems  to  fill  in  gaps  in  allocated  service 
areas  *  »  *  Where,  as  here,  there  is  sub¬ 
stantial  indication  that  a  community  within 
the  station’s  service  contours  in  fact  lies  in 
a  pocket  of  i>oor  reception,  we  think  that 
the  licensee  should  undertake  to  serve  the 
community  through  translator  facilities  be¬ 
fore  being  accorded  the  benefits  of  the  non- 
duplication  rule.  ’This  would  serve  the  public 


1  Touchet  Valley  Television,  Inc.,  18  PCC 
2d  88  (1089). 


interest  by  Improving  the  quality  of  the 
signal  available  to  non-CATV  subscribers.  Ac¬ 
cordingly,  petitioners’  requests  for  waiver  will 
be  denied  upon  condition  that  the  Lexington 
stations  file  applications  for  100-watt  UHF 
translator  stations  to  serve  Frankfort  and 
place  such  facilities  in  operation  within  6 
months  after  a  grant  of  the  applications. 
Pending  the  activation  of  translator  service 
in  Frankfort,  petitioners  need  not  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  §  74.1103  (e),  (f),  and 
(g)  of  the  rules.  We  Intend  to  follow  this  as 
a  general  policy — namely  generally  to  require 
the  licensee,  seeking  the  benefits  of  the  rules 
in  situations  like  this,  to  provide  translator 
service.  The  licensee  is  free,  of  course,  to  make 
a  showing  there  are  unusual  facts  in  his 
case  which  would  warrant  an  exception  to 
the  application  of  this  policy. 

7.  ’The  policy  thus  adopted  is  based  on 
significant  public  interest  considerations, 
and  it  is  applicable  to  this  show  cause 
proceeding.  We  conclude,  therefore,  that 
the  proffered  evidence  relating  to  the  sig¬ 
nal  quality  of  television  station  KNDU 
should  have  been  admitted  and  consid¬ 
ered  by  the  Examiner.  Our  holding  that 
the  evidence  is  admissible,  however,  is  not 
to  be  construed  as  any  indication  of  the 
weight  and  sufficiency  thereof.  The  ini¬ 
tial  determination  as  to  those  matters 
must  be  made  by  the  Hearing  Examiner. 
The  record  will  therefore  be  reopened 
and  remanded  for  the  introduction  of  sig¬ 
nal  strength  evidence  as  set  forth  herein 
and  for  the  issuance  of  a  supplemental 
initial  decision.  The  burden  is  upon 
Touchet  Valley  to  proceed  with  the  ad¬ 
duction  of  competent  evidence  to  estab¬ 
lish  that  the  community  is  in  fact 
within  a  pocket  of  poor  reception  or 
that  other  factors  exist  which  justify  its 
refusal  to  afford  carriage  and  nondupli¬ 
cation  protection.  However,  the  overall 
burden  of  proof  that  the  public  interest 
requires  the  issuance  of  a  cease  and 
desist  order  is  upon  the  Bureau  and  the 
television  station. 

8.  Whether  such  evidence  will  be  con¬ 
sidered  in  other  show  cause  proceedings 
depends  on  the  circumstances  of  the  par¬ 
ticular  case.  As  we  stated  in  H  &  B  Amer¬ 
ican  (25  FCC  2d  at  77),  “We  do  not 
reconsider  matters  in  a  show  cause  pro¬ 
ceeding  which  have  already  been  raised 
in  a  former  waiver  proceeding.’’  If  a 
CA’TV  operator  believes  that  carriage 
and  nonduplication  protection  is  not 
possible  or  not  warranted  in  a  particular 
case,  we  expect  him  to  make  applica¬ 
tion  for  a  waiver  of  §  74.1103  and  to  pre¬ 
sent  all  available  data  to  support  his 
position  in  the  waiver  proceeding.  Thus, 
in  most  instances  there  should  be  no  rea¬ 
son  to  retry  the  question  of  waiver  in 
the  show  cause  proceeding.  However,  if 
the  Hearing  Examiner  finds  that  the  ad¬ 
duction  of  engineering  data  or  other  evi¬ 
dence  is  necessary  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  the  issuance  of  a  cease 
and  desist  order  is  in  the  public  interest, 
the  evidence  should  be  received  and  con¬ 
sidered. 

9.  Accordingly,  it  is  ordered.  That  the 
exceptions  filed  October  8,  1970,  by  Tou¬ 
chet  Valley  are  granted  to  the  extent  in¬ 
dicated  herein. 
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10.  7t  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
proceeding  is  reopened  and  remanded  to 
the  Examiner  for  further  hearing  and  a 
supplemental  initial  decision. 

Adopted:  February  10,  1971. 
Released:  February  16,  1971. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission,’ 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

[F.R.  Doc.71-2368  Filed  2-19-71;8:48  am] 


[Dockets  Nos.  19151,  19152;  FCC  71-154] 

WARRENSBURG  CABLE,  INC.,  ET  AL. 

Memorandum  Opinion  and  Order 
Designating  Applications  for  Con¬ 
solidated  Hearing  on  Stated  Issues 

Warrensburg  Cable,  Inc.,  complainant, 
V.  United  Telephone  Company  of  Mis¬ 
souri,  United  Utilities,  Tnc.,  and  United 
Transmission,  Inc.,  defendants.  Docket 
No.  19151.  In  regard  applications  of 
United  Transmission,  Inc.,  and  United 
Telephone  Company  of  Missouri,  Docket 
No.  19152,  P-C-7655,  P-C-7656;  for  cer¬ 
tificates  of  public  convenience  and  neces¬ 
sity  for  construction  and  operation  of 
CATV  channel  facilities  in  Warrensburg, 
Mo. 

1.  Before  the  Commission  for  con¬ 
sideration  are  pleadings  submitted  by 
Warrensburg  Cable,  Inc.,  the  owner  and 
operator  of  a  CATV  system  in  Warrens¬ 
burg,  Mo.,’  as  follows:  (a)  Complaint  for 
damages  and  other  relief  filed  on  March 
24,  1970;’* *•  (b)  an  application  for  review 
of  action  by  the  Chief,  Common  Carrier 
Bureau,  and  request  for  independent 


*  Commissioner  Robert  E.  Lee  concurring; 
Commissioner  Houser  not  participating. 

In  a  memorandum  opinion  and  order  in 
Docket  No.  17333  adopted  today,  we  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  consideration  and  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  Issues  raised  by  these  pleadings 
should  not  be  undertaken  in  that  Docket 
and  we  directed  that  a  separate  adjudicatory 
proceeding  be  set  up  for  this  purpose.  The 
parties  to  this  proceeding  should  undertake 
to  specify  what  pleadings,  documents,  and 
other  evidence  submitted  in  Docket  No.  17333 
are  pertinent  here.  Such  evidence  may  be 
physically  Incorporated  Into  this  docketed 
proceeding  or  Incorporated  by  reference.  Any 
disagreement  among  the  parties  concerning 
the  evidence  to  be  Included  or  the  procedure 
for  doing  so  should  be  resolved  by  the 
hearing  exanUner. 

*•  Answers  to  the  complaint  were  filed  on 
Apr.  30,  1970,  by  United  Telephone  Company 
of  Missouri  (hereinafter  United  of  Missouri) , 
United  Utilities,  Inc.,  and  United  Transmis¬ 
sion,  Inc.  On  May  12, 1970,  Warrensburg  Cable 
filed  replies  to  the  answers.  Motions  to  dis¬ 
miss  the  complaint  were  filed  on  Apr.  20, 
1970,  by  United  Transmission  and  United 
Utilities,  and  on  Apr.  30,  1970,  by  United  of 
Missouri.  Oppositions  to  the  motions  to  dis¬ 
miss  were  filed  by  Warrensburg  Cable  on 
May  5,  1970,  and  May  12,  1970.  Replies  were 
filed  on  May  13, 1970,  by  United  Utilities  and 
United  Transmission  and  on  May  21,  1970, 
by  United  of  Missouri.  In  addition  United  of 
Missouri  moved  to  make  the  complaint  more 
definite  and  certain  on  Apr.  20,  1970.  An 
opposition  was  filed  by  Warrensburg  Cable  on 
May  5,  1970,  and  a  reply  was  filed  on  May  13, 
1970,  by  United  of  Missouri. 


consideration  by  the  Commission  filed  on 
May  18,  1970;*  and  (c)  a  petition  for 
declaratory  rulings  filed  on  May  28, 
1970.* 

2.  We  are  here  concerned  with  CATV 
operations  in  Warrensburg,  Mo.  War¬ 
rensburg  Cable  and  United  Transmis¬ 
sion,  Inc,,  prior  to  December  31,  1969, 
when  the  latter  disposed  of  its  Warrens¬ 
burg  facilities,  were  competing  CATV 
operators  in  that  community.  United 
Transmission  and  the  local  telephone 
company.  United  Telephone  Company  of 
Missouri  (United  of  Missouri)  are  wholly 
owned  subsidiaries  of  United  Utilities, 
Inc.  On  October  12,  1966,  a  formal  com¬ 
plaint  was  filed  by  Warrensburg  Cable 
which  charged  that  lines  were  being  con¬ 
structed  by  United  of  Missouri  to  provide 
wide  spectrum  service  to  United  Trans¬ 
mission  without  applying  for  or  securing 
a  certificate  of  public  convenience  and 
necessity  as  required  by  section  214  of 
the  Communications  Act  (Docket  No. 
16931).  Complainant  also  incorporated 
by  reference  the  charges  contained  in  its 
informal  complaint  filed  on  August  23, 
1966,  to  the  effect  that  United  of  Missouri 
had  refused  to  enter  into  a  pole  agree¬ 
ment  for  the  purpose  of  permitting  War¬ 
rensburg  Cable  to  erect  and  maintain 
cable  on  the  telephone  poles.  It  further 
charged  that  United  of  Missouri  had  en¬ 
gaged  in  other  imjust  and  imreasonable 
practices  which  conferred  an  unreason¬ 
able  preference  and  advantage  on  United 
Transmission,  its  affiliated  company 
which  operated  a  competing  CATV  sys¬ 
tem  in  the  community,  and  subjected 
Warrensburg  Cable  to  undue  or  unrea¬ 
sonable  prejudice  or  disadvantage;  and 
that  such  activities  would  thw'art  com¬ 
petition  and  violate  section  202(a)  of  the 
Act.’ 

3.  In  a  memorandum  opinion  and  or¬ 
der,  FCC  67-745,  released  June  27,  1967, 
the  Commission  dismissed  the  complaint 
“without  prejudice  to  the  complainant’s 
right  to  be  heard’’  in  the  Docket  No.  17333 
proceeding  where  the  Commission  had 
under  consideration  the  applicability  of 
section  214  of  the  Act  to  the  construction 
by  telephone  companies  of  CATV  chan¬ 
nel  distribution  facilities.*  Warrensburg 
Cable  was  a  party  to  the  Docket  No.  17333 
proceeding  and  the  Commission  was  of 
the  view  that  complainant  could  be  heard 
in  that  proceeding  on  the  contentions  ad¬ 
vanced  in  its  complaint  with  no  prejudice 
to  its  rights.  The  Commission  denied 


»  Responsive  pleadings  consist  of  an  oppo¬ 
sition  filed  June  2,  1970,  by  United  of  Mis¬ 
souri  and  a  reply  by  Warrensburg  Cable  filed 
on  June  11,  1970. 

‘  United  of  Missouri  filed  an  opposition  on 
June  10,  1970,  and  Warrensburg  Cable  filed 
a  reply  on  June  22,  1970. 

’In  pertinent  part,  section  202(a)  makes 
it  “unlawful  for  any  common  carrier  to  make 
any  unjust  or  unreasonable  discrimination 
in — practices — for  or  in  connection  with  like 
communication  service — or  to  make  or  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable,  preference  or  ad¬ 
vantage  to  any  particular  person,  class  of  per¬ 
sons  or  locality,  or  to  subject  any  particular 
person,  class  of  persons,  or  locality  to 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or 
disadvantage.” 

•  California  Walter  and  Telephone  Co.  et  cd., 
7  POC  2d  575  (1967). 


Warrensburg  Cable’s  request  for  recon¬ 
sideration  of  its  dismissal  order  iTCC  67- 
1195,  released  Nov.  7,  1967).  Therein, 
the  Commission  rejected  Warrensburg 
Cable’s  contention  that  such  dismissal 
eliminated  its  right  to  relief  based  on 
the  facts  and  circumstances  as  they 
existed  on  October  12,  1966,  w'hen  the 
formal  complaint  w'as  filed,  on  the  ground 
that  Warrensburg  Cable  was  not  pre¬ 
cluded  by  the  dismissal  from  arguing 
that  United  of  Missouri  was  on  notice 
as  early  as  October  1966  that  further 
construction  of  channel  facilities  would 
be  illegal;  and  that  any  relief  to  which 
Warrensburg  Cable  was  entitled  in  the 
complaint  proceeding  could  be  obtained 
in  the  Docket  No.  17333  proceeding. 

4.  On  the  basis  of  the  evidence  ad¬ 
duced  at  the  hearing  in  the  Docket  No. 
17333  proceeding,  the  Commission  found 
that  at  least  on  and  after  October  12, 
1966,  United  of  Missouri  had  clear  and 
definite  notice  that  a  question  existed  as 
to  the  lawfulness  of  its  construction,  that 
it  nevertheless  continued  with  such  con¬ 
struction,  and  that  on  November  7,  1966, 
it  commenced  CATV  service  to  United 
Transmission  without  awaiting  a  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Commission.  Such 
conduct,  the  Commission  held,  was  in¬ 
excusable  ’  and  a  cease  and  desist  order 
would  be  issued.  Nevertheless,  the  Com¬ 
mission  authorized  the  continued  opera¬ 
tion  of  previously  constructed  channel 
distribution  facilities  provided  certifica¬ 
tion  applications  were  filed  and  certain 
specified  information  was  submitted 
within  20  days  after  the  release  of  the 
Decision.*  ’The  Commission  stated  that 
upon  receipt  of  such  information  “we 
shall  be  in  a  better  position  to  determine 
precisely  what  remedial  action  should  be 
taken.’’  However,  the  requirement  for 
these  submissions  was  stayed  pending 
judicial  review  of  the  Commission’s 
decision.® 

5.  Judicial  review  proceedings  were 
concluded  by  the  Supreme  Court’s 
refusal  to  review  the  decision  of  the 
U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  District  of 
Columbia  Circuit  which  had  affirmed 
the  Commission’s  decision.'®  Applications 
for  section  214  certification  were  sub¬ 
mitted  by  United  of  Missouri  (P-C-7656) 
and  United  Transmission  ,(P-C-7655)  on 
November  26,  1969,  together  with  an 
affidavit  which  was  asserted  to  be  in 
response  to  the  requirement  in  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  decision  for  additional  infor¬ 
mation.  Warrensburg  Cable,  but  not  its 
counsel,  was  served  with  copies  of  these 


T  See  also  7  FCC  2d  575  adopted  Mar.  29, 
1967,  In  the  Docket  No.  17333  proceeding 
where  the  Commission  stated  “that  any 
further  construction  or  extensions  of  lines 
may  be  the  subject  of  appropriate  remedial 
action  in  this  proceeding,  including  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  cease  and  desist  orders  tailored  to  the 
particular  factual  situation.” 

•  General  Telephone  Company  of  California 
et  al.,  13  F<X!  2d  448,  469-470,  released  June 
26, 1968. 

» General  Telephone  Company  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  et  al.,  14  FCC  2d  170  (1968). 

10  General  Telephone  Company  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  et  al.,  V.  Federal  Commimications 
Commission,  413  F.  2d  390,  eert.  denied  396 
U.S.  888  (1969). 
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submissions,  and  no  public  notice  of  the 
filing  was  issued  by  the  Commission  “ 

6.  By  letters  dated  December  31,  1969, 
United  Transmission  and  United  of  Mis¬ 
souri  advised  the  Commission  that  their 
facilities  in  Warrensburg  had  been  sold 
to  HarriScope  Broadcasting  Corp.  and 
they  requested  dismissal  of  the  section 
214  applications.  In  a  letter  dated  Jan¬ 
uary  6,  1970,  Warrensburg  Cable  re¬ 
quested  the  Commission  to  take  no  action 
looking  to  dismissal  since  it  proposed  to 
file  comments  with  respect  thereto,  and 
on  February  4,  1970,  Warrensburg  Cable 
filed  a  pleading  entitled  “Petition  for 
Immediate  and  Extraordinary  Relief,  and 
for  Commission  Enforcement  of  its 
June  26,  1968  Decision  Herein.”  Therein 
Warrensburg  Cable  requested  principally 
that  the  Commission:  (1)  Prohibit  the 
transfer  of  ownership  or  control,  or  op¬ 
eration  of  the  Warrensburg  CATV  chan¬ 
nel  facilities  by  United  or  to  take  any 
action,  including  the  furnishing  of  poles, 
which  would  assist  the  utilization  by  any 
other  individual  or  entity  of  the  facili¬ 
ties:  (2)  order  United  to  reestablish 
ownership  and  control  if  theretofore 
transferred;  (3)  direct  that  all  agree¬ 
ments  and  other  documents  regarding 
the  transaction  be  filed  with  the  Com¬ 
mission;  (4)  hold  hearings  on  the  section 
214  applications  and  to  determine  what 
remedial  action  should  be  taken;  and 
(5)  issue  a  declaratory  ruling  that 
United’s  CATV  facilities  in  Warrensburg 
could  not  be  sold  without  first  obtaining 
Commission  authorization  pursuant  to 
section  214  of  the  Act.“ 

7.  The  Common  Carrier  Bureau  treated 
this  pleading  as  an  informal  complaint 
pursuant  to  §  1.716  of  the  rules  and  re¬ 
quested  United  of  Missouri  to  respond. 
In  its  response.  United  of  Missouri  as¬ 
serted  that  the  sale  of  the  CATV  facili¬ 
ties  was  in  compliance  with  the  cease 
and  desist  order  in  Docket  No.  17333,  and 
conforms  to  Commission  policy  enun¬ 
ciated  in  the  Pinal  Report  and  Order  in 
Docket  No.  18509,  released  February  4, 
1970  (21  FCC  2d  307) ;  ”  that  there  has 


Pursuant  to  Interim  procedures  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  Commission,  public  notice  is 
given  by  the  Commission  of  the  filing  of  a 
section  214  certification  application  and 
interested  persons  have  30  days  in  which 
to  file  responsive  pleadings.  Section  214 
Interim  Filing  Procedures,  20  FCC  2d  752, 
Aug.  9,  1968.  No  public  notice  was  Issued  in 
this  case,  however,  in  view  of  the  applicants’ 
request  for  withdrawal  of  the  applications 
and  their  subsequent  dismissal. 

I'This  pleading  was  filed  in  the  Docket 
No.  17333  proceeding.  In  a  pleading  filed  on 
Feb.  17,  1970,  United  of  Missouri  contended 
that  the  Docket  No.  17333  proceeding  is  closed 
and  that  Warrensburg  Cable's  pleading  may 
not  be  considered  in  the  adjudlcatiory  pro¬ 
ceeding.  For  reasons  hereinafter  discussed, 
we  find  this  contention  to  be  without  merit. 

^=>In  the  absence  of  a  waiver,  telephone 
common  carriers  are  barred  from  furnishing 
CATV  service  to  the  viewing  public  in  their 
operating  territory  through  an  affiliated 
CATV  company.  With  respect  to  existing  op¬ 
erations,  service  by  the  telephone  company 
to  an  affiliated  CATV  operator  must  be  dis¬ 
continued  within  4  years  from  the  effective 
date  of  the  Report  and  Order. 


been  no  discontinuance,  reduction,  or  im¬ 
pairment  of  service  to  the  community 
within  the  contemplation  of  section  214 
since  it  continues  to  offer  wide  spectrum 
services  to  any  who  desire  such  service 
so  that  section  214  certification  is  not 
required  for  the  sale  of  the  CA’TV  fa¬ 
cilities;  and  that,  since  Warrensburg 
urged  the  imposition  of  cease  and  desist 
orders  against  United  of  Missouri,  it 
cannot  insist  upon  the  continued  opera¬ 
tion  of  such  facilities  by  the  carrier. 

8.  Prior  to  the  filing  of  the  responsive 
pleading  by  United  of  Missouri,  and 
without  comment  on  Warrensburg 
Cable’s  correspondence  or  pleading,  the 
Chief,  Common  Carrier  Bureau  dismissed 
the  pending  section  214  certification  ap¬ 
plications  as  moot  by  letter  dated 
March  5,  1970.  Therein  it  was  further 
stated  as  follows: 

*  *  *  It  is  to  be  clearly  understood,  how¬ 
ever,  that  such  dismissal  does  not  constitute 
a  resolution  of  the  question  of  whether 
United  Utilities  System  companies  are  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  any  provision  of  the  Act  or  other 
applicable  law  in  providing  or  offering  to 
provide  pole  attachments  to  the  purchaser 
of  the  facilities  while  apparently  denying 
them  to  others.  Accordingly,  the  applica¬ 
tions  specified  in  the  attachment  hereto  are, 
hereby,  dismissed  without  prejudice  to  such 
further  action  as  the  C^ommission  may  take 
on  this  question  either  on  its  own  motion 
or  upon  complaint  or  petition. 

9.  On  March  24,  1970,  Warrensburg 
Cable  petitioned  for  reconsideration  of 
the  Common  Carrier  Bureau’s  action.  It 
urged  the  Bureau  to  reverse  its  decision 
or,  in  the  alternative,  to  hold  that  the 
dismissal  is  without  prejudice  to  any 
other  action  which  may  be  deemed  war¬ 
ranted  w^ith  respect  to  the  CATV  opera¬ 
tions  in  Warrensburg.  By  letter  dated 
April  16,  1970,  the  Common  Carrier 
Bureau  denied  reconsideration  of  its 
prior  dismissal  of  the  section  214  appli¬ 
cations.  'The  Bureau  held  that  its  action 
was  proper  since  the  applicants  “no 
longer  sought  to  construct  or  operate  the 
channel  facilities”  and  did  not  want  sec¬ 
tion  214  authority  in  view  of  the  sale  of 
the  facilities  to  an  unaffiliated  operator. 
It  further  held  that  its  action  was  in  har¬ 
mony  with  the  policy  objectives  expressed 
by  the  Commission  in  its  Docket  No. 
18509  decision.  With  respect  to  the  alter¬ 
native  request  for  a  dismissal  without 
prejudice,  the  Bureau  held  that  a  deter¬ 
mination  as  to  whether  the  dismissal 
might  have  a  prejudicial  effect  must 
await  action  by  the  Commission  on  the 
formal  complaint. 

10.  Warrensburg  Cable  thereafter  filed 
its  application  for  review  of  the  Bureau’s 
action,  together  with  a  request  that  the 
Bureau  be  precluded  from  performing 
any  ex  parte  advisory  functions  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  disposition  of  the  ap¬ 
plication.  The  Bureau  filed  a  responsive 
pleading  on  July  6,  1970,  which  was 
served  on  all  parties  to  this  proceeding, 
and  it  has  not  otherwise  acted  in  an 
advisory  capacity  in  the  disposition  of 
the  matters  now  before  the  Commission. 
Consequently  the  issue  as  to  the  role 
of  the  Bureau  in  this  proceeding  is 
now  moot.  On  the  merits  of  its  review 
application,  Warrensburg  Cable  asserts 


that  the  Bureau  erred  in  failing  to  give 
due  consideration  to  Warrensburg 
Cable’s  contentions  that  prior  section 
214  authority  was  required  before  United 
of  Mlssom’i  could  sell  its  Warrensburg 
channel  facilities;  that  the  policy  objec¬ 
tives  of  Docket  No.  18509  could  be  accom¬ 
plished  by  United’s  disposing  of  its  inter¬ 
est  in  United  Transmission  without  also 
disposing  of  its  channel  distribution  fa¬ 
cilities;  and  that  in  erroneously  dismiss¬ 
ing  the  section  214  applications,  the 
Bureau  may  have  foreclosed  to  the  Com¬ 
mission  the  possibility  of  granting  War- 
re^bm’g  Cable’s  request  to  enjoin  any 
utilization  of  the  unlawfully  built  lines. 

11.  Warrensburg  also  filed  on 
Max'ch  24,  1970,  a  formal  complaint  con¬ 
taining  a  request  for  damages  and  other 
relief.  Therein,  Warrensburg  Cable 
charges  that  the  sale  of  the  aforemen¬ 
tioned  facilities  “can  only  be  construed 
as  an  effort  by  the  carrier  to  avoid  the 
consequences  of  its  prior  knowing,  will¬ 
ful,  unlawful,  conduct  and  a  concurrent 
effort  to  profit  financially  in  the  bar¬ 
gain.”  The  sale  constituted  a  discontinu¬ 
ance  of  service  which,  the  complainant 
contends,  requires:  (a)  Commission  ap¬ 
proval  pursuant  to  section  214  of  the  Act; 
and  (b)  a  revision  or  cancellation  of  its 
existing  tariff  covering  CA’TV  channel 
service  pursuant  to  section  203  of  the  Act. 
Warrensburg  Cable  further  asserts  that 
the  Jvme  26, 1968,  decision  “contemplated 
further  proceedings  to  determine  what 
remedial  action  would  be  required  as  to 
United  in  Warrensburg”  and  “intended 
United’s  continued  control  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  in  question  until  a  final  disposition 
of  Warrensburg  Cable’s  request  for  re¬ 
lief,  and  a  final  determination  of  the 
sanctions,  if  any,  to  be  applied  to  United.” 
With  respect  to  the  affidavit  submitted  by 
United  of  Missouri  pursuant  to  the  re¬ 
quirement  in  the  Commission’s  decision 
for  additional  infoi'mation,  Warrensburg 
Cable  alleges  that  the  contents  thereof 
are  not  responsive. 

12.  Alleging  that  its  request  for  a  pole 
attachment  agreement  was  denied  by 
United  of  Missouri  which  therafter  con¬ 
structed  and  leased  CA’TV  channel  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  to  its  affiliate.  United 
Transmission,  Warrensburg  Cable 
charges  that  such  conduct  was  discrim¬ 
inatory  and  in  violation  of  section  202 
of  the  Act.'*  The  sale  by  United  of  the 
CATV  system  and  the  distribution  facili¬ 
ties  to  a  third  and  unrelated  party  and 
the  apparent  grant  to  the  purchaser  of 
permission  to  use  the  telephone  poles  for 
its  cable  pursuant  to  an  arrangement 
other  than  a  channel  service  provided 
imder  a  tariff  are  further  indications  of 
unjust  and  unreasonable  discirmination, 
Warrensburg  Cable  contends.  By  reason 


“Warrensburg  Cable  also  alleges  that  on 
the  basis  of  statements  made  by  United  of 
Missouri  In  another  proceeding  It  appears 
that  the  telephone  company  and  United 
Transmle^on  entered  Into  a  joint  use  agree¬ 
ment  for  the  utility  poles  on  Oct.  28,  1969; 
and  It  asserts  that  such  action  Is  a  further 
indication  of  discriminatory  conduct  by  the 
United  companies. 
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of  the  economic  harm  caused  by  the  al¬ 
leged  illegal  ,  and  discriminatory  acts  of 
United  of  Missouri  and  United  Trans¬ 
mission,  Warrensburg  Cable  requests 
compensatory  damages  in  the  sum  of 
$660,000  and  punitive  damages  of  $500,- 
000;  enforcement  of  the  cease  and  desist 
orders  issued  in  the  Docket  No.  17333 
proceeding  against  United  and  in  par¬ 
ticular,  to  prohibit  United  of  Missouri 
from  furnishing  any  facilities  or  assist¬ 
ance  to  the  cable  television  service  op¬ 
erating  imder  the  name  of  United  Trans¬ 
mission;  prohibit  United  of  Missomi  and 
United  Transmission  from  transferring 
ownership  and  control  of  the  cable  op¬ 
erations  in  Warrensburg  to  any  other  en¬ 
tity  and  to  reestablish  the  status  of  own¬ 
ership  and  control  which  existed  when 
the  Commission  issued  its  decision;  and 
to  afford  such  other  and  further  relief 
as  may  be  just  and  proper. 

13.  In  addition,  Warrensburg  Cable 
filed  on  May  28, 1970,  a  pleading  entitled 
“Petition  for  Declaratory  Rulings.”  To  a 
large  extent,  the  allegations  of  the  peti¬ 
tion  repeat  those  contained  in  other 
pleadings  filed  by  Warrensburg  Cable 
and  the  requests  for  relief  are  not  sig¬ 
nificantly  different  from  those  advanced 
in  its  application  for  review  and  its  com¬ 
plaint.  Consequently,  our  discussions  of 
the  issues  raised  by  the  review  applica¬ 
tion  and  the  complaint  will  suffice  to  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  petition  for  declaratory 
rulings. 

14.  A  number  of  pleadings  have  been 
filed  by  the  United  companies  directed 
to  the  allegations  and  requests  for  relief 
contained  in  Warrensburg  Cable's 
pleadings."  The  United  companies  con¬ 
tend  that  the  adjudicatory  proceeding 
in  Docket  No.  17333  is  closed  and  that 
Warrensburg  Cable’s  requests  for  relief 
were  improperly  addressed  to  that  pro¬ 
ceeding.  They  also  deny  any  wrongdoing. 
In  addition,  the  United  companies  aigue 
that  their  applications  for  section  214 
certification  were  properly  dismissed  by 
the  Common  Carrier  Bureau  in  view  of 
the  sale  of  the  facilities  to  HarriScope 
Broadcasting,  that  Commission  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  sale  pursuant  to  section 
214  was  not  required  and,  in  fact,  that 
the  sale  complied  with  the  provisions  of 
the  Commission’s  decision  in  Docket  No. 
17333  and  conformed  to  the  policy 
enunciated  in  Docket  No.  18509.  With 
respect  to  the  complaint,  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Commission  to  assess  punitive 
damages  is  challenged,  the  statute  of 
limitations  contained  in  section  415(b) 
of  the  Act  is  interposed  as  a  bar  to  the 
collection  of  damages,  and  the  charge 
that  Warrensburg  Cable  suffered  harm 
from  any  illegal  acts  by  the  United  com¬ 
panies  is  denied.  Other  contentions  ad¬ 
vanced  by  the  parties  opposing  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable’s  requests  for  relief  have  been 
considered  and  they  will  be  hereinafter 
discussed  in  connection  with  the  disposi¬ 
tion  of  the  matters  raised  by  the 
pleadings. 

15.  The  first  question  to  be  resolved  is 
whether  the  Docket  No.  17333  proceed¬ 
ing  remained  open  for  consideration  of 


See  footnotes  2,  3,  and  4,  supra. 


any  further  request  by  Warrensburg 
Cable  for  relief  against  United  of  Mis- 
soiuri  by  reason  of  conduct  associated 
with  the  unlawful  construction  of  chan¬ 
nel  distribution  facilities  and  the  oi>era- 
tion  of  the  CATV  system  by  its  affiliated 
company  in  Warrensburg,  Mo.  A  review 
of  the  prior  proceedings  and  the  Jime  26, 
1968,  decision  in  Docket  No.  17333  sup¬ 
ports  an  affirmative  answer.  While  tech¬ 
nically  Warrensburg  Cable’s  complaint 
in  Docket  No.  16931  was  dismissed,  the 
practical  effect  of  our  dismissal  order 
was  to  incorporate  the  issues  raised 
therein  for  disposition  in  the  Docket  No. 
17333  action  with  no  prejudice  to  the 
contentions  advanced  in  the  complaint 
or  to  the  rights  of  the  complainant,  and 
with  the  expectation  that  Warrensburg 
Cable  would  receive  any  and  all  relief  to 
which  it  was  entitled  under  the  com¬ 
plaint.  In  our  decision  in  Docket  No. 
17333  we  required  as  a  condition  prece¬ 
dent  to  temporary  relief  from  the  cease 
and  desist  order  which  was  issued,  that 
United  of  Missouri  file  section  214  ap¬ 
plications  for  the  facilities  theretofore 
constructed  and  that  it  supply  additional 
information  concerning  its  Warrensburg 
operations;  and  we  expressly  held  that 
upon  receipt  of  such  information  “we 
shall  be  in  a  better  position  to  deter¬ 
mine  precisely  what  remedial  action 
should  be  taken”  (13  FCC  2d  at  470). 
Manifestly,  we  intended  to  retain  juris¬ 
diction  of  the  Warrensburg,  Mo.,  situa¬ 
tion  and  to  enter  such  further  order  or 
orders  as  appeared  to  be  necessary  and 
proper  in  the  light  of  the  subsequent 
submissions  by  United  of  Missouri  and 
Warrensburg  Cable . 

16.  Since  the  filing  of  the  section  214 
applications  for  the  facilities  unlawfully 
constructed  and  the  affidavits  submitted 
in  connection  therewith  are  so  inextrica¬ 
bly  woven  into  the  fabric  of  the  Com¬ 
mission’s  decision  in  the  adjudicatory 
proceeding,  and  since  Warrensburg  Ca¬ 
ble’s  objections  to  dismissal  and  its  re¬ 
quest  for  affirmative  relief  were  predi¬ 
cated  on  the  cease  and  desist  order  issued 
by  the  Commission  against  United  of 
Missouri  in  that  proceeding,  the  action 
of  the  Common  Carrier  Bureau  in  dismis¬ 
sing  the  section  214  applications  pursuant 
to  delegated  authority  was  inappropriate. 
The  Bureau  is  a  party  to  the  Docket  No. 
17333  proceeding  and  its  jurisdiction  with 
respect  to  the  matters  now  under  con¬ 
sideration  was  limited  to  filing  responsive 
pleadings  for  consideration  by  the  Com¬ 
mission.'"  We  conclude,  therefore,  that 
the  Bureau’s  dismissal  order  must  be 
vacated. 

17.  We  r.lso  conclude  that  dismissal  of 
the  section  214  applications  at  this  time 
would  be  premature.  The  certification 
applications  relate  to  facilities  already 
constructed  and  in  operation,  and  the 
fact  that  no  prior  Commission  authoriza- 


'•  In  Its  comments,  the  Bureau  now  agrees 
that  Docket  No.  17333  is  still  open  Insofar  as 
the  Warrensburg  Cable  matter  is  concerned 
and  that  In  any  event,  the  pleadings  filed  by 
Warrensburg  Cable  relate  to  matters  which 
are  so  Interrelated  on  the  merits  that  they 
should  be  considered  together  and  on  a  sepa¬ 
rated  basis. 


tion  was  obtained  does  not  place  the  com¬ 
mon  carrier  in  a  more  favorable  position 
than  if  it  had  complied  with  the  statu¬ 
tory  requirements.  Section  214  requires 
certification  not  only  for  the  construction 
of  such  facilities  but  also  before  the  car¬ 
rier  “shall  discontinue,  reduce,  or  impair 
service  to  a  community,  or  part  of  a  com¬ 
munity  — ”.  In  our  view,  a  sale  of  the 
channel  distribution  facilities  to  a  non¬ 
common  carrier  which  will  use  them 
exclusively  for  its  own  private  purpose 
constitutes  the  discontinuance  of  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier  service  which  is  within  the 
contemplation  of  section  214  and  requires 
prior  Commission  authorization.  Thus, 
the  sale  of  the  Warrensburg  common 
carrier  CATV  channel  distribution  facil¬ 
ities  by  United  of  Missouri  did  not  obviate 
the  need  to  come  into  compliance  with 
the  express  provisions  of  section  214  for 
certification  of  those  facilities  or  provide 
a  valid  basis  for  dismissal  of  the  pending 
certification  applications.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  the  sale  provided  a  further  reason 
for  retaining  jurisdiction  in  order  to 
afford  the  Commission  an  opportunity  to 
conduct  a  full  inquiry  to  determine:  (1) 
Whether  the  sale  constituted  an  addi¬ 
tional  violation  of  section  214;  (2) 

whether  it  was  consmnmated  to  defeat 
the  purpose  and  intent  of  the  cease  and 
desist  order  issued  in  Docket  No.  17333; 
(3)  whether  the  United  companies  would 
profit  from  discriminatory  or  anticom¬ 
petitive  conduct  by  the  sale;  (4)  whether 
the  telephone  company  intended  thereby 
to  deprive  Warrensburg  Cable  of  any  re¬ 
medial  relief  which  the  Commission 
might  find  to  be  warranted  and  which 
the  Commission  indicated  to  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable,  both  in  the  order  dismissing 
the  cable  operator’s  1966  complaint  and 
in  the  Commission’s  Docket  No.  17333 
decision,  would  be  forthcoming  if  the  im- 
lawful  conduct  charged  against  United 
were  established;  and,  finally,  (5)  to  de¬ 
termine,  in  the  light  of  all  the  relevant 
and  material  facts,  what  disposition 
would  best  serve  the  public  convenience 
and  necessity.  Affirmance  of  the  Bureau’s 
dismissal  order  would  at  least  Imply  a 
finding  that  the  public  convenience  and 
necessity  would  be  served  by  forgiving 
United’s  unlawful  construction  and  by 
the  sale  of  the  imcertificated  facilities; 
and  this  finding  we  cannot  make  on  the 
basis  of  the  hearing  record  in  Docket  No. 
17333  and  the  pleadings  now  before  us. 

18.  Moreover,  the  “undisputed  salient 
facts”  concerning  the  sale  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  to  which  the  Bureau  referred  in  its 
April  16,  1970,  letter  denying  reconsid¬ 
eration  were  insuflBcient  upon  which  to 
predicate  the  conclusion  that  dismissal 
of  the  section  214  applications  was  “in 
harmony  with  the  policy  objectives  of  the 
Commission’s  recent  decision  in  Docket 
No.  18509.”  In  reaching  this  conclusion, 
the  Bureau  failed  to  take  into  considera¬ 
tion  Warrensburg  Cable’s  allegations 
that  United  of  Missouri  engaged  in 
anticompetitive  and  discriminatory  con¬ 
duct  which  confeiTed  an  unreasonable 
preference  and  advantage  upon  its  affil¬ 
iated  CATV  customer  and  subjected  the 
independent  CATV  operation  “to  undue 
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or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disadvan¬ 
tage.”  While  these  allegations  are  dis¬ 
puted,”  their  resolution  Is  critical  to  a 
determination  of  the  applicability  of  the 
policy  enunciated  in  Docket  No.  18509.  As 
we  have  expressly  stated  when  like  ar¬ 
guments  were  advanced  in  other  cases, 
the  final  report  in  that  proceeding  was 
not  intend^  to  condone  anticompeti¬ 
tive  conduct  or  to  justify  the  blanket  ap¬ 
plication  of  the  rules  promulgated 
therein  despite  an  affirmative  showing 
of  anticompetitive  conduct  which  re¬ 
sulted  in  an  \mf air  advantage  to  the  affil¬ 
iated  CATV  operator.  Continental  Tele¬ 
phone  Corporation,  et  al.,  24  FCC  2d  719, 
721  (1970);  Manatee  Cablevision,  Inc,, 
22  FCC  2d  841,  861  (1970).  Also,  as  War- 
rensburg  Cable  points  out,  nothing  in 
the  Docket  No.  18509  Final  Report  re¬ 
quired  the  telephone  company  to  sell  its 
common  canier  CATV  channel  distribu¬ 
tion  facilities.  Compliance  with  the  Final 
Order  could  have  been  achieved  by  the 
sale  of  the  CATV  system  instead  of  the 
channel  distribution  facilities. 

19.  The  issue  of  whether  United  of 
Missouri  engaged  in  unlawful  discrimi¬ 
natory  or  anticompetitive  conduct  in 
Warrensburg  was  not  litigated  in  the 
Docket  No.  17333  proceeding.  However, 
in  our  decision  in  that  proceeding,  we 
expressed  serious  concern  with  the  po¬ 
tential  for  anticompetitive  conduct 
where  the  local  telephone  company  and 
the  CATV  operator  t.re  affiliated,  due  in 
large  part  to  the  carrier’s  control  over 
the  utility  poles  (13  FCC  2d  at  pp.  462- 
463).  Thereafter  we  initiated  rulemak¬ 
ing  proceedings  in  Docket  No.  18509  for 
the  purpose  of  exploring  the  problems 
raised  by  such  affiliation  and  to  resolve 
the  significant  policy  and  legal  questions 
presented  by  section  214  applications  to 
construct  facilities  in  communities 
where  such  an  affiliation  exists.  The 
Rnal  Report  and  Order  adopted  after  a 
review  of  the  numerous  comments  re¬ 
ceived  in  the  proceeding  recognized  that 
by  reason  of  its  monopoly  position  in  the 
community  and  its  ^ontrol  over  the  poles, 
the  telephone  company  is  in  a  position 
to  favor  its  own  or  affiliated  interests  as 
against  nonaffiliated  interests.  (Section 
214  Certificates,  21  FCC  2d  307,  324,  re¬ 
leased  February  4, 1970.)  Even  where  the 
telephone  company  and  the  CATV  oper¬ 
ator  are  not  affiliated,  the  Commission 
found,  the  difficulty  in  obtaining  pole 
line  attachment  agreements  from  the 
telephone  company  is  the  “potential 
seedbed  of  the  controversy”  and  there¬ 
fore  must  be  “part  of  the  solution”  (21 
FCC  2d  at  p.  326).  For  this  reason,  the 
Commission  has  specified  as  a  prereq¬ 
uisite  to  the  issuance  of  a  certificate 
for  CATV  channel  facilities  a  showing  by 
the  carrier  that  pole  attachment  rights 
were  available  to  the  CATV  customer  at 
reasonable  charges  and  without  undue 
restrictions  at  the  time  it  applied  for  a 


United  of  Missouri  contends  that  War¬ 
rensburg  Cable  never  requested  pole  attach¬ 
ment  arrangements  on  the  terms  offered  to 
HarrlScope.  However,  the  pleadings  do  not 
disclose  when  the  telephone  company 
changed  Its  policy  against  such  arrangements 
and  whether  It  advised  Warrensburg  Cable 
of  such  change  and  of  the  availability  of  a 
pole  attachment  arrangement. 


local  franchise  as  well  as  at  the  time  it 
applied  for  channel  service  (21  FCC  2d 
at  326;  §  63.57  of  the  rules.  When  con¬ 
sidered  in  light  of  our  findings  in  Docket 
No.  18509,  Warrensburg  Cable’s  charges 
of  discriminatory  action  on  the  part  of 
United  of  Missotul  clearly  call  for 
further  inquiry  in  an  evidentiary 
hearing. 

20.  If  the  unlawful  conduct  chai*ged 
against  the  affiliated  companies  is  estab¬ 
lished,  the  remedies  available  are  not  so 
limited  as  United  of  Missouri  seems  to 
argue.  In  order  to  fulfill  our  obligations 
under  the  public  interest  standard,  we 
must  take  whatever  steps  are  found  to 
be  necessary  and  warranted  under  the 
facts  of  the  individual  proceeding  to 
achieve  the  ends  of  justice.  'Thus  we  held 
in  Continental  Telephone  Corporation, 
et  al.,  supra,  as  follows  (p.  271) : 

Manifestly,  we  did  not  Intend  by  our  Pinal 
Rep>ort  in  Docket  No.  18509  and  the  rules 
promulgated  therein  to  condone  anticom¬ 
petitive  conduct  or  to  permit  a  common  car¬ 
rier  to  retain  the  fruits  of  such  illegal  con¬ 
duct.  Neither  did  we  Intend  that  competitors 
or  potential  competitors  eliminated  from 
the  market  by  reason  of  a  telephone  com¬ 
pany’s  misuse  of  its  control  over  the  utility 
poles  should  be  left  without  a  remedy;  or 
that  the  public  shoiUd  be  denied  any  means 
to  restore  the  competitive  situation  which 
was  stifled  by  a  carrier’s  wrongdoing. 

21.  In  Manatee  Cablevision,  Inc.,  supra, 
where  the  telephone  company  and  its 
affiliated  CATV  customer  engaged  in 
anticompetitive  conduct  which  was  de¬ 
signed  to  eliminate  the  independent 
CATV  operator  as  a  competitor,  we  held 
(pp. 862-863) : 

G’TEC  and  the  other  General  System  com¬ 
panies  cannot  be  permitted  to  profit  from 
their  own  wrongdoing  by  allowing  continued 
operation  and  an  oppmtunity  for  divestiture 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  our 
“Pinal  Report’’  in  Docket  No.  18509.  Also 
affirmative  remedial  action  is  required  in 
order  to  eliminate  any  Incentive  for  General 
System  to  continue  the  Improper  practices 
in  which  it  has  engaged  and  to  restore  a 
fully  competitive  situation  in  Manatee 
County. 

Other  remedies  tailored  to  best  meet  the 
particular  factual  situation  in  a  given 
case  are  also  available  to  the  Commis¬ 
sion  to  prevent  unwarranted  enrichment 
from  the  party’s  own  wrongdoing,  to  act 
as  a  deterrent  to  violation  of  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Act,  and  to  meet  the  ends  of 
justice.'*  Ashtabula  Cable  TV,  Inc.  et  al., 


i*In  our  view,  there  Is  no  justification  for 
further  delaying  action  on  Warrensburg 
Cable’s  request  for  remedial  relief  from  al¬ 
leged  anticompetitive  and  discriminatory 
conduct  until  the  outcome  of  the  Conunis- 
sion’s  Investigation  of  pole  attachment  ar¬ 
rangements  in  Dockets  Nos.  16928,  16943,  and 
17098  (  6  PCC  2d  440,  441;  22  PCC  2d  10)  as 
suggested  by  the  Bureau.  See  General  Elec¬ 
tric  Cablevision  Corp.,  et  al.,  10  PCC  2d  198 
(1967).  The  dispositive  issue  here  is  not 
whether  pole  line  arrangements  are  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier  service  but  whether  the  common 
carrier  utilized  its  monopoly  position  in  the 
community  and  its  control  over  the  utility 
poles  to  discriminate  against  the  inde¬ 
pendent  CATV  operator  and  to  undermine 
our  decision  in  Docket  No.  17333.  Garden 
State  Co.  CATV,  Inc.,  19  PCC  2d  927,  929- 
930,  released  October  8,  1969;  Manatee  Cable- 
vision,  Inc.,  22  FTIC  2d  841,  862,  released 
May  1,  1970. 


17  FCC  2d  113,  118-119  (1969) .  See  also: 
Ashtabula  Cable  'TV,  Inc.  et  al.,  18  FCC 
2d  193  (1969) ;  Western  Telephone  Sys¬ 
tem,  Inc.,  FCC  64-974,  released  Octo¬ 
ber  29,  1964.  Thus,  if  it  appears  that  the 
United  compianies  were  guilty  of  wrong¬ 
doing  and  the  sale  of  the  faciUties  would 
represent  an  unwarranted  windfall,  steps 
may  be  taken  by  the  Commission  to 
remedy  the  situation. 

22.  We  do  not  believe  that  either  the 
separate  coi*porate  structures  of  the 
United  companies  or  the  sale  of  the 
CATV  system  to  HarriScope  Broadcast¬ 
ing  Corp.,  which  is  not  affiliated  with 
either,  interposes  any  significant  ob¬ 
stacle  to  our  fashioning  whatever  remedy 
is  deemed  necessary  in  the  light  of  the 
facts  developed  at  the  evidentiary  hear¬ 
ing.  The  affiliated  corporations  operate 
as  a  unit  and,  for  our  purposes,  service 
to  the  viewing  puWic  by  United  Ti’ans- 
mission  is  considered  an  operation  by  a 
telephone  common  carrier.  See  Arm¬ 
strong  Utilities,  Inc.,  et  al.,  25  FCC  2d 
385, 388,  released  September  14, 1970,  and 
authorities  therein  cited.  Since  1966, 
United  of  Missouri  has  known  that  a 
question  existed  as  to  the  lawfulness  of 
its  construction  of  CATV  channel  dis¬ 
tribution  facilities  in  Warrensburg  and 
it  was  advised  that  a  cease  and  desist 
order  might  be  issued  against  the  con¬ 
tinued  operation  of  its  channel  service.'* 
HarriScope  knew,  or  with  the  exercise 
of  reasonable  diligence  could  have  ascer¬ 
tained,  the  facts  pertaining  to  the  con¬ 
troversy  between  the  United  companies 
and  Warrensburg  Cable  and  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Commission’s  decision  and 
orders  with  respect  thereto.  By  its  pur¬ 
chase  of  the  CATV  system  when  United 
had  neither  applied  for  nor  obtained 
Commission  authorization  pursuant  to 
section  214,  HarriScope  must  be  held  to 
have  assumed  the  risk  that  its  operation 
of  the  unlawfully  constructed  facilities 


“  The  Bureau  questions  our  determination 
in  the  Docket  No.  17333  proceeding  that  the 
conduct  of  United  of  Missouri  was  “inex¬ 
cusable”,  on  the  ground  that  such  conduct 
was  not  “any  more  serious  than  continuing 
to  construct  and  cerate,  as  other  carriers 
did,  after  the  Commission  designated  a  sec¬ 
tion  214  issue  in  Docket  No.  17333."  The 
Bureau  overlooks  the  express  statements  in 
our  decision  that  the  "date  when  the  carrier 
first  was  placed  on  notice  that  a  question 
existed  as  to  the  applicability  of  section  214 
to  construction  for  CATV  channel  service  is 
particularly  significant”  and  that,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  construction  thereafter,  the 
“carriers  assumed  the  risk  that  Such  con¬ 
struction  might  be  the  subject  of  remedial 
action  by  the  Commission”  (13  FCC  2d  at  p. 
462).  In  fashioning  our  cease  and  desist 
orders  against  all  the  carriers  we  took  this 
“particularly  significant”  fact  into  consid¬ 
eration,  and  we  do  not  see  how  the  unlawful 
actions  of  other  carriers  provides  United  of 
Missouri  with  an  “excuse”  from  the  issuance 
of  a  cease  and  desist  order  for  its  unlawful 
conduct.  It  should  be  clearly  understood, 
however,  that  we  did  not  hold  that  the  car¬ 
rier’s  conduct  was  “willful”  or  that  the  mis¬ 
conduct  charged  therein  constituted  acts  or 
omissions  "willfully  and  knowingly”  done  is 
violation  of  any  penal  provisions  of  the 
Communications  Act. 
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would  be  subject  to  any  remedial  action 
which  the  Commission  might  deem  nec¬ 
essary  and  appropriate  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  We  therefore  place  all  parties  on 
notice  that  if  the  public  interest  so  re¬ 
quires,  remedial  action  including  the 
issuance  of  cease  and  desist  orders  may 
be  taken  which  will  be  directed  to,  and 
will  affect,  the  operation  of  the  unlaw¬ 
fully  constructed  channel  distribution 
facilities.?®  In  view  of  the  foregoing, 
HarriScope  has  an  interest  in,  and  may 
be  affected  by,  the  outcome  of  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  and  we  hold  it  to  be  a  necessary 
party.  See  section  411(a)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act. 

23.  Both  Warrensburg  Cable  and  the 
Bureau  challenge  the  accuracy  and  suffi¬ 
ciency  of  the  information  contained  in 
the  afBdavit  submitted  by  United  of 
Missomi  in  an  effort  to  meet  the  condi¬ 
tions  imposed  by  the  Commission  as  a 
condition  to  the  continued  operation  of 
the  previously  constructed  facilities 
pending  action  on  its  section  214  appli¬ 
cation.  If  operation  of  the  channel  serv¬ 
ice  had  remained  imder  the  control  of  the 
United  companies  and  the  affidavit  were 
deficient,  a  directive  putting  the  out¬ 
standing  cease  and  desist  order  into  im¬ 
mediate  effect  might  have  been  war¬ 
ranted.  Since,  however,  the  facilities  are 
being  operated  by  an  entity  which  was 
not  a  party,  and  is  not  affiliated  with  a 
party,  to  the  prior  proceedings,  we  do 
not  believe  that  such  action  which  would 
result  in  the  withdrawal  of  an  existing 
service  during  the  pendency  of  the  hear¬ 
ing  is  in  the  public  interest.  Nevertheless, 
the  contents  of  the  affidavit,  and  the 
accuracy  and  sufficiency  thereof,  will  be 
considered  in  determining  what  action 
is  required  in  this  case.  In  this  connec¬ 
tion,  we  note  that  the  affidavits  generally 
required  from  parties  operating  in  com¬ 
munities  where  an  affiliation  existed  be¬ 
tween  the  telephone  company  and  the 
CATV  operator  were  designed  to  uncover 
information  concerning  anticompetitive 
conduct  against  a  nonaflUiated  CATV 
operator  (13  PCC  2d  at  467).  The  inten¬ 
tion,  of  course,  was  to  make  the  cease 
and  desist  order  permanent  in  those 
situations  where  anticompetitive  conduct 
was  established. 

24.  The  next  matter  to  be  considered 
Is  the  disposition  to  be  made  of  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable’s  complaint  for  damages. 
Therein  the  CATV  operator  asserts  that 
by  reason  of  certain  alleged  unlawful  ac- 


»>Thus,  If  unlawful  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  United  companies  is  established,  the 
Commission  may  direct  the  parties  to  cease 
and  desist  from  the  operation  of  the  unlaw¬ 
fully  constructed  facilities  until  United  of 
Missouri  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Commission  that  the  adverse  effects  of 
its  unlawful  conduct  have  been  eliminated 
and  that  the  United  companies  have  not 
benefited  from  any  wrongdoing.  Another 
possible  remedy  is  to  condition  approval  of 
the  sale  to  HarriScope  on  compliance  with 
provisions  and  conditions  which  restore  a 
fully  competitive  situation  in  the  commu¬ 
nity,  make  Warrensburg  Cable  whole  for  any 
unlawful  anticompetitive  conduct  of  the 
United  companies,  and  preclude  the  United 
companies  from  retaining  the  fruits  of  any 
wrongdoing. 


tivities  on  the  part  of  the  United  com¬ 
panies,  which  are  detailed  in  the  com¬ 
plaint,  and  the  sale  of  the  Warrensburg 
CATV  facilities  to  HarriScope,  it  has 
suffered  substantial  monetary  damages. 
Request  is  therefore  made  for  compen¬ 
satory  damages  in  the  amount  of 
$660,000,  punitive  damages  in  the  amoimt 
of  $500,000,  and  for  certain  injunctive 
and  other  relief  along  the  lines  previously 
requested  in  other  pleadings.  In  motions 
filed  by  United  Utilities  and  United 
Transmission  the  movants  contend  that 
the  complaint  must  be  dismissed  as  to 
them  because  they  are  not  common  car¬ 
riers.  In  view  of  the  interrelation  of  the 
movants  with  United  of  Missouri,  which 
is  a  common  carrier,  they  are  proper 
parties  to  this  proceeding,  and  the  mo¬ 
tions  to  dismiss  must  be  denied.  Arm¬ 
strong  Utilities,  Inc.,  et  al.,  25  FCC  2d  at 
385. 

25.  United  of  Missouri  moved  to  dis¬ 
miss  the  complaint  on  a  number  of 
grounds.  Included  therein  are  conten¬ 
tions  that  the  Commission  has  no  juris¬ 
diction  to  award  pimitive  damages  and 
that  the  claim  for  relief  is  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations  contained  in  sec¬ 
tion  415(b)  of  the  Act.*^  The  first  ground 
for  dismissal  must  be  rejected  on  the 
basis  of  our  holding  in  Richard  Johnson 
et  al.,  18  PCC  2d  679  (1969) .  In  that  case 
we  expressed  the  view  that  a  ruling  on 
the  question  of  our  jurisdiction  to  award 
punitive  damages  in  cases  where  the  facts 
warrant  such  action  should  be  deferred 
until  after  completion  of  the  evidentiary 
hearing  and  the  submission  of  briefs  by 
the  parties.  We  adhere  to  that  view  here. 

26.  Whether  the  complaint  is  barred 
by  the  provisions  of  section  415(b)  pre¬ 
sents  a  more  significant  and  a  more  diffi¬ 
cult  question  since  the  lapse  of  time  “not 
only  bars  the  remedy,  but  destroys  the 
liability,”  Armstrong  Utilities,  Inc.  et  al., 
25  FCC  2d  at  389.  In  response  to  the  con¬ 
tention  that  its  8iction  is  thus  barred, 
Warrensburg  Cable  asserts  that  the 
damages  accrued  by  reason  of  “the  en¬ 
tire  course  of  United’s  illegal  activities 
*  *  *”  and  that  the  sale  of  the  facili¬ 
ties  to  HarriScope  “represented  an 
event  which  compounded  and  revitalized 
the  entire  sequence  of  United’s  prior  ac¬ 
tivities,  for  statutory  purposes.”  Pointing 
out  that  its  initial  formal  complaint  was 
filed  on  October  12,  1966,  Warrensburg 
Cable  argues  that  a  construction  of  sec¬ 
tion  415(b)  which  would  preclude  its 
reliance  on  United’s  activities  since  1966 
is  inconsistent  with  the  Commission’s  as¬ 
surances  that  dismissal  of  the  com¬ 
plaint  without  prejudice  would  not  im¬ 
pair  the  complainant’s  pursuit  of  relief. 

27.  In  its  1966  complaint,  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable  did  not  request  monetary 
damages  and  in  denying  reconsideration 
of  our  dismissal  order  we  stated  only 
that  complainant  would  not  be  fore- 


Section  41S(b)  provides  as  follows;  "All 
complaints  against  carriers  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  not  based  on  overcharges  shall 
be  filed  with  the  Commission  within  1  year 
from  the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrues, 
and  not  after,  subject  to  subsection  (d)  of 
this  section.” 

Subsection  (d)  is  not  pertinent  here. 


Closed  “from  obtaining  relief  in  Docket 
No.  17333  to  which  it  might  otherwise 
have  been  entitled  here”  (FCC  67-1195, 
paragraph  4,  released  Nov.  7,  1967). 
Thus,  while  we  assined  Warrensburg 
Cable  that  dismissal  of  the  complaint 
would  not  prejudice  any  right  which  it 
might  have  to  the  relief  requested 
therein,  we  gave  no  assurances  that  a 
subsequent  claim  for  damages  would  be 
protected  against  the  statutory  bar  of 
section  415(b).  Nevertheless,  we  do  not 
believe  that  we  should  attempt  to  deter¬ 
mine  on  the  basis  of  the  pleadings  alone 
whether  Warrensburg  Cable  suffered 
monetary  damages  as  a  result  of  a  series 
of  interrelated  illegal  acts  or  a  course  of 
conduct  which  commenced  in  1966  and 
culminated  in  the  sale  of  the  CATV 
channel  distribution  facilities  and  the 
CATV  system  to  HarriScope  as  claimed 
by  the  complainant.  When  all  of  the  facts 
are  developed  in  an  evidentiary  hearing, 
we  shall  be  in  a  better  position  to  decide 
whether  section  415(b)  is  a  bar  to  the 
award  of  damages. 

28.  Other  arguments  advanced  by 
United  of  Missouri  in  support  of  its  mo¬ 
tion  to  dismiss  have  been  considered  but 
we  find  them  to  be  without  merit.  On  the 
contrary,  we  conclude  that  an  eviden¬ 
tiary  hearing  on  the  allegations  of  War¬ 
rensburg  Cable’s  complaint  is  warranted. 

29.  By  a  motion  filed  on  April  20, 1970, 
pursuant  to  §  1.731(b)  of  the  rules,“ 
United  of  Missouri  requested  that  the 
Commission  direct  Warrensburg  Cable  to 
file  an  amended  complaint  containing 
“concise,  specific  allegations  of  fact 
showing  how,  when,  and  by  what  actions 
or  omissions,  in  contravention  of  the 
Communications  Act  of  1934,  United  of 
Missouri  caused  damage  to  Warrensburg 
Cable  and  to  show  the  nature  of  the  in¬ 
jury  or  injuries  claimed  to  have  been  sus¬ 
tained,  and  to  show  the  amoimt  of  dam¬ 
ages  claimed  with  respect  to  each  such 
claimed  injury.”  “  In  comments  filed  on 
July  6, 1970,  the  Common  Carrier  Bureau 
supports  the  motion.  Warrensburg  Cable 
opposes  the  motion  on  grounds  that  its 
complaint  and  other  records  before  the 
Commission  relating  to  CATV  operations 
in  Warrensburg  fully  and  completely  dis¬ 
closes  how  and  in  what  respects  it  has 
been  damaged  and  that  more  precise  in¬ 
formation  will  be  made  available  prior 
to  and  at  the  evidentiary  hearing  without 
requiring  the  cable  operator  “to  try  its 
case  in  the  complaint,” 


“This  section  authorizes  the  defendant 
named  In  a  complaint  to  file  a  motion  re¬ 
questing  that  the  aliegations  of  the  com- 
piaint  be  made  more  definite  and  certain. 

“  In  a  letter  dated  Apr.  27,  1970,  the  Com¬ 
mon  Carrier  Bureau  advised  United  of  Mis¬ 
souri  that  it  would  not  be  required  to  answer 
that  portion  of  Warrensburg  Cable’s  com¬ 
plaint  which  alleged  monetary  damages  until 
action  is  taken  on  its  motion  for  greater 
specificity.  However,  the  telephone  company 
was  directed  to  answer  the  remaining  portions 
of  the  complaint:  The  Bureau  pointed  out 
that,  even  if  there  were  no  claims  for  dam¬ 
ages,  “the  Commission  nevertheless  has  the 
duty  to  investigate  aird  United  Telephone  of 
Missouri  has  the  duty  to  answer,  allegations 
of  violations  of  the  Act  such  as  those  con¬ 
tained  in  this  formal  complaint.” 
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30.  In  view  of  the  evidentiary  hearing 
in  Docket  No,  17333  and  the  profusion  of 
pleadings  which  have  been  filed,  it  seems 
almost  inconceivable  that  the  United 
companies  do  not  know  upon  what  al¬ 
leged  acts  or  omissions  Warrensburg 
Cable  predicates  its  claim  to  damages. 
Nevertheless,  we  believe  that  favorable 
action  is  warranted  on  the  motion  to 
make  the  complaint  more  definite  and 
certain.  While  Warrensburg  Cable’s  com¬ 
plaint  sets  forth  a  number  of  general  al¬ 
legations  of  imlawful  activities  on  the 
part  of  the  United  companies  and  a 
number  of  conclusory  statements  of 
statutory  violations,  we  believe  that  the 
complaint  must  state  with  greater  spec¬ 
ificity  the  facts  upon  which  its  claim  to 
damages  is  based  as  required  by  §  1.722 
of  the  rules.  It  should  also  explain  in 
greater  detail  the  manner  in  which  it 
arrived  at  a  figure  of  $660,000  for  com¬ 
pensatory  damages  as  required  by  §  1.723 
of  the  rules.  The  required  information 
should  be  submitted  in  an  amended  com¬ 
plaint  within  30  days  after  the  release 
of  this  order.  The  other  parties  to  this 
proceeding  will  be  accorded  a  period  of 
30  days  from  the  filing  of  the  amended 
complaint  in  which  to  submit  answers 
thereto.  In  the  hope  of  discouraging  a 
new  round  of  pleadings,  we  now  hold 
that  Warrensburg  Cable’s  complaint  is 
not  fatally  defective  for  lack  of  specific¬ 
ity  and  it  is  not  subject  to  dismissal  on 
that  ground.  The  burden  of  proof  as  to 
damages  is  upon  Warrensburg  Cable  and 
it  must  meet  that  burden  at  the  hearing 
in  order  to  be  successful.  Moreover,  if  the 
United  companies  or  any  of  them  make 
a  proper  showing  that  greater  specificity 
as  to  the  claim  for  damages  is  necessary 
in  advance  of  hearing,  there  are  pre- 
hearing  procedures  available  for  this 
purpose. 

31.  We  conclude  that  in  order  to  ex¬ 
plore  the  issues  raised,  a  further  eviden¬ 
tiary  hearing  is  required  on  the  applica¬ 
tions  for  certificates  of  public  conven¬ 
ience  and  necessity  filed  by  the  United 
companies,  Warrensburg  Cable’s  com¬ 
plaint,  and  its  request  for  other  relief 
against  the  United  companies  and  Har- 
riScope  Broadcasting,  the  purchaser  of 
Unity’s  CATV  facilities  at  Warrens¬ 
burg.  The  determination  of  whether  en¬ 
forcement  of  the  outstanding  cease  and 
desist  orders  against  United  of  Missouri, 
the  issuance  of  further  cease  and  desist 
orders  against  HarriScope  Broadcasting, 
the  United  companies,  or  any  of  them, 
an  award  of  damages  to  Warrensburg 
Cable,  or  any  other  action  is  called  for 
may  then  be  made  on  the  basis  of  the 
facts  developed  at  the  hearing. 

32.  Accordingly,  it  is  ordered,  That, 
pursuant  to-sections  4  (i)  and  (j),  202, 
206,  207,  208,  209,  214,  218,  312  (b)  and 
(c),  403,  409(a),  and  411(a)  of  the  Com¬ 
munications  Act  of  1934,  as  amended,  the 
above-captioned  matters  and  the  mat¬ 
ters  rais^  by  the  pleadings  with  respect 
thereto  are  designated  for  hearing  in  the 
Commission’s  offices  in  Washington, 
D.C.,  on  a  date  and  before  an  examiner 
to  be  specified  in  a  subsequent  order  on 
the  following  issues: 

(1)  To  determine  all  of  the  facts  and 
circumstances  surrounding — 


(a)  The  negotiations  and  discussions 
for  pole  attachment  agreements  by  and 
between  Warrensburg  Cable  on  the  one 
hand  and  United  of  Missouri  on  the 
other  hand; 

(b)  The  negotiations  and  discussions, 
if  any,  for  a  pole  attachment  agreement 
covering  CATV  facilities  in  Warrensburg, 
Mo.,  between  United  of  Missouri  and 
United  Transmission,  including  any 
agreement,  arrangement,  or  understand¬ 
ing,  express  or  implied,  between  them ; 

(c)  The  negotiations  and  discussions 
leading  up  to  the  sale  of  the  CATV  chan¬ 
nel  distribution  facilities  and  the  CATV 
system  in  Warrensburg,  Mo.,  from  the 
United  companies  to  HarriScope  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.  and  the  terms  and  condi¬ 
tions  of  the  sale  thereof,  including  any 
agreements,  whether  written  or  oral, 
among  them  relating  to  the  sale  of  the 
said  facilities: 

(d)  The  negotiations  and  discussions 
for  pole  attachment  agreements  con¬ 
cerning  CATV  in  Warrensburg,  Mo.,  by 
and  between  United  of  Missouri  and/or 
United  Transmission  on  the  one  hand 
and  HarriScope  Broadcasting  on  the 
other  hand,  including  any  agreement, 
arrangement,  or  understanding,  express 
or  implied,  between  them. 

(2)  To  determine  whether  United 
Utilities,  United  of  Missouri,  and  United 
Transmission,  or  any  of  them,  engaged 
in  activities  which  are  or  were  anticom¬ 
petitive  and  monopolistic  in  nature  vis- 
a-vis  Warrensburg  Cable  in  contraven¬ 
tion  of  the  Communications  Act  or  other¬ 
wise  contrary  to  the  public  interest. 

(3)  To  determine  whether  HarriScope 
Broadcasting  Corp.  was  a  party  to,  par¬ 
ticipated  in,  assisted,  or  furthered  any 
anticompetitive  and  monopolistic  con¬ 
duct  by  the  United  companies  vis-a-vis 
Warrensburg  Cable. 

(4)  To  determine  whether  the  section 
214  applications  filed  by  United  Tele¬ 
phone  Company  of  Missouri  (P-C-7656) 
and  by  United  Transmission,  Inc.  (P-C- 
7655),  were  subject  to  dismissal  by  rea¬ 
son  of  the  sale  of  the  CATV  facilities  in 
Warrensburg,  Mo.,  to  HarriScope  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.;  and  if  not,  to  determine 
whether  the  public  convenience  and 
necessity  will  be  served  by  authorization 
of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
facilities  covered  by  the  said  applications. 

(5)  To  determine  whether  the  affi¬ 
davit  submitted  by  United  Telephone 
Company  of  Missouri  is  in  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Commission’s  order  in  Docket  No.  17333, 
13  PCC  2d  448. 

(6)  To  determine  whether  a  certificate 
of  public  convenience  and  necessity  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  214  of  the  Communica¬ 
tions  Act  should  issue  for  the  sale  of  the 
CATV  channel  distribution  facilities  in 
Warrensburg,  Mo.,  to  HarriScope  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.;  and  if  so,  what  conditions, 
if  any,  should  be  attached  thereto. 

(7)  To  determine  whether  the  activ¬ 
ities  and  course  of  conduct  by  the 
United  companies  prior  to  the  sale  of  the 
CA’TV  facilities  in  Warrensburg,  Mo.,  to 
HarriScope  Broadcasting  Corp.  and  in 
connection  with  the  sale  of  the  said  fa¬ 
cilities  constituted  violations  of  sections 


201,  202(a),  203,  214(a),  and  416(c)  of 
the  Communications  Act,  or  any  of  them, 
which  resulted  in  economic  harm  to,  and 
which  damaged,  Warrensburg  Cable,  Inc. 

(8)  To  determine  whether  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable  is  entitled  to  any  compensa¬ 
tory  or  punitive  damages  as  a  result  of 
any  violations  of  sections  201,  202(a) ,  203, 
and  214(a)  of  the  Act  which  may  be 
found  imder  the  preceding  issue  to  have 
been  committed:  and  if  so,  the  amounts 
thereof. 

(9)  TO  determine  in  light  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  adduced  at  the  hearing  pursuant 
to  the  foregoing  issues,  whether  United 
Utilities,  United  of  Missouri,  United 
Transmission,  and  HarriScope  Broad¬ 
casting  Corp.,  or  any  of  them,  jointly  or 
separately,  should  be  directed  to  cease 
and  desist  from  providing  CATV  facilities 
or  services  in  Warrensburg,  Mo. 

(10)  To  determine,  in  light  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  adduced  at  the  hearing  pursuant 
to  the  foregoing  issues,  whether  any 
other  action  should  be  taken  by  the  Com¬ 
mission  and  the  nature  thereof. 

33.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
burden  of  proof  on  issues  Kb)  and  1(c) 
is  on  United  of  Missouri,  United  Trans¬ 
mission,  and  United  Utilities;  the  burden 
of  proof  on  issue  1(d)  is  on  the  aforesaid 
United  companies  and  HarriScope 
Broadcasting:  the  burden  of  proof  on 
issues  1(a),  (2),  (3),  (7),  and  (8)  is  on 
Warrensburg  Cable;  and  the  burden  of 
proof  on  issues  (4),  (5),  6),  (9),  and  (10) 
is  on  Warrensburg  Cable  and  the 
Common  Carrier  and  Cable  Television 
Bureaus. 

34.  It  is  further  ordered,  That  United 
of  Missouri,  United  Transmission,  United 
Utilities,  HarriScope  Broadcasting  Corp., 
Warrensburg  Cable,  and  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  Common  Carrier  and  Cable  Tele¬ 
vision  Bureaus  are  made  parties  to  this 
proceeding. 

35.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
application  for  review  filed  by  Warrens¬ 
burg  Cable,  Inc.,  on  May  18,  1970,  is 
granted;  and  that  the  petition  for  de¬ 
claratory  rulings  filed  by  Warrensburg 
Cable,  Inc.,  on  May  28,  1970,  is  granted 
to  the  extent  set  forth  herein  and  in  all 
other  respects  is  denied. 

36.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
motion  filed  by  United  of  Missouri  on 
April  20,  1970,  to  make  the  complaint  of 
Warrensburg  Cable  more  definite  and 
certain  is  granted:  and  that  W’arrens- 
burg  Cable,  Inc.,  is  directed  to  file  an 
amended  complaint  within  30  days  after 
the  date  of  the  release  of  this  order  as 
set  forth  herein;  and  that  the  other 
parties  shall  be  accorded  a  period  of  30 
days  from  the  date  of  filing  to  answer 
the  said  amended  complaint. 

37.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
motions  to  dismiss  the  complaint  of  War¬ 
rensburg  Cable  filed  on  April  20,  1970,  by 
United  Utilities,  Inc.,  and  United  Trans¬ 
mission,  Inc.,  and  on  April  30,  1970,  by 
United  of  Missouri  are  denied. 

38.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
petition  filed  on  August  28,  1970,  by 
Warrensburg  Cable  for  leave  to  file  a 
supplemental  response  to  the  Common 
Carrier  Bureau’s  comments  is  granted, 
and  the  supplemental  response  tendered 
for  filing  is  accepted. 
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39.  It  is  further  ordered.  That  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission  shall  send 
copies  of  this  order  by  certified  mail,  re¬ 
turn  receipt  requested,  to  United  Tele¬ 
phone  Company  of  Missouri,  United 
Transmission,  Inc.,  United  Utilities,  Inc., 
and  HarriScope  Broadcasting  Corp.,  and 
shall  cause  a  copy  to  be  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

Adopted:  February  10,  1971. 

Released:  February  17,  1971. 

Federal  Communications 
Commission, 

[seal]  Ben  F.  Waple, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2369  Piled  2-19-71:8:48  am] 


FEDERAL  MARITIME  COMMISSION 

AUSTRALIA/U.S.  ATLANTIC  AND 
GULF  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to 
section  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814). 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal  Reg¬ 
ister.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing  on 
the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide  a 
clear  and  concise  statement  of  the  mat¬ 
ters  upon  which  they  desire  to  adduce 
evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimination 
or  imfalmess  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
statement  describing  the  discrimination 
or  unfairness  with  particularity.  If  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  Act  or  detriment  to  the  com¬ 
merce  of  the  United  States  is  alleged,  the 
statement  shall  set  forth  with  particu¬ 
larity  the  acts  and  circumstances  said 
to  constitute  such  violation  or  detriment 
to  commerce. 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter) 
and  the  statement  should  indicate  that 
this  has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 

Mr.  Edward  F.  Reardon,  agent,  Australia,  U.S. 

Atlantic  and  Gulf  Conference,  17  Battery 

Place,  New  York,  NY  10004. 

Agreement  No.  9450-4  is  a  modification 
of  the  Australia/U.S.  Atlantic  and  Gulf 
Conference’s  basic  agreement  w'hich  has 
been  filed  in  an  effort  to  comply  with  the 
Federal  Maritime  Commission’s  require¬ 
ments  concerning  Self -Policing  Systems, 
General  Order  7  (Revised)  as  published 
in  the  Federal  Register  of  October  28, 
1970  (35  F.R.  16679). 


Dated:  February  16,  1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 
Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.71-2386  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


MARSEILLES  NORTH  ATLANTIC 

U.S.A.  FREIGHT  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to 
section  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814). 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the  mat¬ 
ters  upon  which  they  desire  to  adduce 
evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimination 
or  unfairness  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
statement  describing  the  discrimination 
or  imfaimess  with  particularity.  If  a  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  Act  or  detriment  to  the  com¬ 
merce  of  the  United  States  is  alleged,  the 
statement  shall  set  forth  with  particu¬ 
larity  the  acts  and  circumstances  said 
to  constitute  such  violation  or  detriment 
to  commerce. 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter) 
and  the  statement  should  indicate  that 
this  has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 

Elliott  B.  Nixon,  Esq.,  Burlingham  Under¬ 
wood  Wright  White  &  Lord,  25  Broadway, 

New  York,  NY  10004. 

Agreement  No.  5660-15  modifies  the 
Conference's  self-policing  provisions  to 
include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission’s  General 
Order  7  as  revised  on  October  27,  1970. 

Dated:  February  16, 1971. 

B"  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc .7 1-23 87  Piled  2-19-71:8:49  am] 


MED-GULF  CONFERENCE 
Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 


amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814) . 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and  ob¬ 
tain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the  mat¬ 
ters  upon  which  they  desire  to  adduce 
evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimina¬ 
tion  or  imfaimess  shall  be  accomnan'ed 
by  a  statement  describing  the  discrimi¬ 
nation  or  unfairness  with  particularity.  If 
a  violation  of  the  Act  or  detriment  to  the 
commerce  of  the  United  States  is  alleged, 
the  statement  shall  set  forth  with  par¬ 
ticularity  the  acts  and  circumstances  said 
to  constitute  such  violation  or  detriment 
to  commerce, 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter)  and 
the  statement  should  indicate  that  this 
has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 

G.  Ravera,  Secretary,  Med-Gulf  Conference, 

Post  Office  Box  1070,  16100  Genoa,  Italy. 

Agreement  No.  9522-15  modifies  the 
Conference’s  self -policing  provisions  to 
include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission’s  General 
Order  7  as  revised  on  October  27, 1970. 

Dated:  February  16,  1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2389  Filed  2-19-71:8:49  am] 


MEDITERRANEAN-NORTH  PACIFIC 
COAST  FREIGHT  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to  sec¬ 
tion  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814), 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and  ob¬ 
tain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the 
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matters  upon  which  they  desire  to 
adduce  evidence.  An  allegation  of  dis¬ 
crimination  or  unfairness  shall  be  ac¬ 
companied  by  a  statement  describing  the 
discrimination  or  unfairness  with  partic¬ 
ularity.  K  a  violation  of  the  Act  or  detri¬ 
ment  to  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States  is  alleged,  the  statement  shall  set 
forth  with  particularity  the  acts  and  cir-' 
cumstances  said  to  constitute  such  viola¬ 
tion  or  detriment  to  commerce. 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter)  and 
the  statement  should  indicate  that  this 
has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 

G.  Ravera,  Secretary,  Mediterranean-North 

Pacific  Coast  Freight  Conference,  Post 

Office  Box  1070,  16100  Genoa,  Italy. 

Agreement  No.  8090-9  modifies  the 
Conference’s  self -policing  provisions  to 
include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission’s  General 
Order  7  as  revised  on  October  27,  1970. 

Dated:  February  16,  1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.71-2388  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


PORTUGAL/U.S.  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
WESTBOUND  FREIGHT  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  fol¬ 
lowing  agreement  has  been  filed  with 
the  Commission  for  approval  pursuant 
to  section  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916, 
as  amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763, 
46  U.S.C.  814). 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and  ob¬ 
tain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after  pub¬ 
lication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the  mat¬ 
ters  upon  which  they  desire  to  adduce 
evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimination 
or  unfairness  shall  be  accompanied  by 
a  statement  describing  the  discrimina¬ 
tion  or  unfairness  with  particularity.  If 
a  violation  of  the  Act  or  detriment  to 
the  commerce  of  the  United  States  is 
alleged,  the  statement  shall  set  forth  with 
particularity  the  acts  and  circumstances 
said  to  constitute  such  violation  or  detri¬ 
ment  to  commerce. 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereafter)  and 
the  statement  should  indicate  that  this 
has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 


Elliott  B.  Nixon,  Esq.,  Burllngham  Under¬ 
wood  Wright  White  &  Lord,  25  Broadway, 
New  York,  N.Y.  10004. 

Agreement  No.  9616-3  modifies  the" 
Conference’s  self -policing  provisions  to 
include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by.  the  Commission’s  General  Or¬ 
der  7  as  revised  on  October  27,  1970. 

Dated:  February  16, 1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2390  Filed  2-19-71;8:49  am] 


SPAIN/U.S.  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
WESTBOUND  FREIGHT  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to 
section  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended  (39  Stat,  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814). 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and  ob¬ 
tain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after  pub- 
iication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the 
matters  upon  which  they  desire  to  ad¬ 
duce  evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimi¬ 
nation  or  unfairness  shall  be  accom¬ 
panied  by  a  statement  describing  the 
discrimination  or  unfairness  with  par¬ 
ticularity.  If  a  violation  of  the  Act  or 
detriment  to  the  commerce  of  the  United 
States  is  alleged,  the  statement  shall  set 
forth  with  particularity  the  acts  and  cir¬ 
cumstances  said  to  constitute  such  vio¬ 
lation  or  detriment  to  commerce, 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter) 
and  the  statement  should  indicate  that 
this  has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by : 

Elliott  B.  Nixon,  Esq.,  Burllngham  Underwood 
Wright  White  &  Lord,  25  Broadway,  New 
York,  N.Y.  10004. 

Agreement  No.  9615-5  modifies  the 
Conference’s  self-policing  provisions  to 
Include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission’s  General  Or¬ 
der  7  as  revised  on  October  27,  1970. 
Dated:  February  16, 1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 
Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2391  Filed  2-19-71:8:50  am] 


WEST  COAST  OF  ITALY,  SICILIAN  AND 
ADRIATIC  PORTS  NORTH  ATLANTIC 
RANGE  CONFERENCE 

Notice  of  Agreement  Filed 

Notice  is  hereby  given  that  the  follow¬ 
ing  agreement  has  been  filed  with  the 
Commission  for  approval  pursuant  to 
section  15  of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  as 
amended  (39  Stat.  733,  75  Stat.  763,  46 
U.S.C.  814). 

Interested  parties  may  inspect  and 
obtain  a  copy  of  the  agreement  at  the 
Washington  office  of  the  Federal  Mari¬ 
time  Commission,  1405  I  Street  NW., 
Room  1202;  or  may  inspect  the  agree¬ 
ment  at  the  Field  Offices  located  at  New 
York,  N.Y.,  New  Orleans,  La.,  and  San 
Francisco,  Calif.  Comments  on  such 
agreements,  including  requests  for  hear¬ 
ing,  may  be  submitted  to  the  Secretary, 
Federal  Maritime  Commission,  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  20573,  within  20  days  after 
publication  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register.  Any  person  desiring  a  hearing 
on  the  proposed  agreement  shall  provide 
a  clear  and  concise  statement  of  the 
matters  upon  which  they  desire  to  adduce 
evidence.  An  allegation  of  discrimination 
or  unfairness  shall  be  accompanied  by  a 
statement  describing  the  discrimination 
or  unfairness  with  particularity.  If  a 
violation  of  the  Act  or  detriment  to  the 
commerce  of  the  United  States  is  alleged, 
the  statement  shall  set  forth  with  par¬ 
ticularity  the  acts  and  circumstances 
said  to  constitute  such  violation  or 
detriment  to  commerce. 

A  copy  of  any  such  statement  should 
also  be  forwarded  to  the  party  filing  the 
agreement  (as  indicated  hereinafter) 
and  the  statement  should  indicate  that 
this  has  been  done. 

Notice  of  agreement  filed  by: 

G.  Ravera,  Secretary,  The  West  Coast  of  Italy, 
Sicilian  and  Adriatic  Ports  North  Atlantic 
Range  Conference,  Post  Office  Box  1070, 
16100  Genoa,  Italy. 

Agreement  No.  2846-20  modifies  the 
Conference’s  self-policing  provLions  to 
include  the  mandatory  provisions  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Commission’s  General 
Order  7  as  revised  on  October  27,  1970. 

Dated:  February  16,  1971. 

By  order  of  the  Federal  Maritime 
Commission. 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 
Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2392  Filed  2-19-71;8:50  am] 


CERTIFICATES  OF  FINANCIAL 
RESPONSIBILITY  (OIL  POLLUTION) 

Notice  of  Extension  of  Time  for  Own¬ 
ers  or  Operators  of  Certain  Barges 
To  File  Applications  | 

On  December  25,  1970,  the'  Federal 
Maritime  Commission  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  (35  F.R.  19644)  an  ex¬ 
tension  of  time  until  February  15,  1971, 
for  owners  or  operators  of  “non-oil 
carrying  barges”  to  file  applications  for 
-  Certificates  of  Financial  Responsibility 
(Oil  Pollution) .  ’The  purpose  of  this  ex- 
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emption  was  to  provide  temporary  relief 
from  the  filing  requirements  to  owners 
or  operators  of  barges  which  might  be 
exempted  from  the  financial  responsibil¬ 
ity  requirements  of  section  ll(p)(l)  of 
the  Feiieral  Water  Pollution  Control  Act, 
as  amended  by  the  Water  Quality  Im¬ 
provement  Act  of  1970,  by  legislation  then 
pending  in  Congress. 

The  pending  exemption  legislation  was 
enacted  into  law  on  December  31,  1970, 
and  provided  an  exemption  to  •  • 
any  barge  that  is  not  self-propelled  and 
that  does  not  carry  oil  as  cargo  or  fuel.” 

On  January  19,  1971,  the  Commission 
published  in  the  Federal  Register  (35 
F.R.  834)  a  notice  of  proposed  rule 
making  (Docket  No.  71-5)  to  conform 
the  Commission’s  regulations  to  the 
exemption  legislation. 

It  is  intended  that  the  final  rule  in 
Docket  No.  71-5  will  specify  clearly 
which  barges  are  exempted  from  the 
financial  responsibility  requirements. 
However,  since  the  final  rule  will  not  be 
promulgated  until  after  the  present  dead¬ 
line  date  of  February  15,  1971,  it  is  the 
opinion  of  the  Commission  that  an  addi¬ 
tional  extension  of  time  is  warranted. 

Accordingly,  owners  and  operators  of 
“non-oil  carrying  barges”  need  not  file 
their  applications  for  Certificates  of 
Financial  Responsibility  (Oil  Pollution) 
until  2  weeks  from  the  date  the  final 
rules  in  Federal  Maritime  Commission 
Docket  No.  71-5  are  published  in  the 
Federal  Register. 

By  order  of  the  Commission, 

Francis  C.  Hurney, 
Secretary. 

(FR  Doc.71-2385  Filed  2-19-71:8:49  am] 
[Docket  No.  71-13] 

PACIFIC  INTERMOUNTAIN  EXPRESS 
CO. 

Order  of  Investigation  and  Suspen¬ 
sion  Regarding  Increases  in  Freight 
Rates  in  U.S.  Pacific  Coast/Hawaii 
Trade 

Pacific  Intermountain  Express  Co.  has 
filed  with  the  Federal  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission  6th  Revised  Page  No.  18  to  Its 
Tariff  FMC-F  No.  1  to  become  effective 
February  20,  1971.  This  page  increases 
the  rate  on  Freight,  All  Kinds,  between 
U.S.  Pacific  Coast  ports  and  Honolulu. 

Upon  consideration  of  said  tariff  page, 
the  Commission  is  of  the  opinion  that 
the  above-designated  tariff  matter 
should  be  made  the  subject  of  a  public 
investigation  and  hearing  to  determine 
whether  it  is  unjust,  imreasonable  or 
otherwise  unlawful  under  section  18(a) 
of  the  Shipping  Act,  1916,  and/or  sec¬ 
tions  3  and  4  of  the  Intercoastal  Ship¬ 
ping  Act,  1933,  and  good  cause  appear¬ 
ing  therefore; 

It  is  ordered.  That  pursuant  to  the  au¬ 
thority  of  section  22  of  the  Shipping 
Act,  1916,  and  sections  3  and  4  of  the 


Intercoastal  Shipping  Act,  1933,  an  in¬ 
vestigation  is  hereby  instituted  into  the 
lawfulness  of  said  increased  rates  and 
charges  with  a  view  to  making  such 
findings  and  orders  in  the  premises  as 
the  facts  and  circumstances  warrant.  In 
the  event  the  matter  hereby  placed  un¬ 
der  investigation  is  further  changed, 
amended  or  reissued,  such  matter  will  be 
included  in  this  investigation; 

It  is  further  ordered,  That  pursuant 
to  section  3,  Intercoastal  Shipping  Act, 
1933,  6th  Revised  Page  18  to  Tariff  FMC- 
F  No.  1  is  suspended  and  the  use  thereof 
be  deferred  to  and  including  June  19, 
1971,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  this 
Commission; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  there  shall 
be  filed  immediately  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  by  Pacific  Intermountain  Express 
Co.  a  consecutively  numbered  supple¬ 
ment  to  the  aforesaid  tariff  which  sup¬ 
plement  shall  bear  no  effective  date,  shall 
reproduce  the  portion  of  this  order 
wherein  the  suspended  matter  is  de¬ 
scribed  and  shall  state  that  the  afore¬ 
said  matter  is  suspended  and  may  not 
be  used  until  June  20,  1971,  unless  oth¬ 
erwise  authorized  by  the  Commission; 
and  the  rates  and  charges  heretofore 
in  effect,  and  which  were  to  be  changed 
by  the  suspended  matter  shall  remain 
in  effect  during  the  period  of  suspension, 
and  neither  the  matter  suspended,  nor 
the  matter  which  is  continued  in  effect 
as  a  result  of  such  suspension,  may  be 
changed  until  this  proceeding  has  been 
disposed  of  or  until  the  period  of  suspen¬ 
sion  has  expired,  imless  otherwise  order¬ 
ed  by  the  Commission; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  copies  of 
this  order  shall  be  filed  with  the  said 
tariff  schedules  in  the  Bureau  of  Com¬ 
pliance  of  the  Federal  Maritime  Com¬ 
mission; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  Rule  12  of  the  Commission’s 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure  which 
require  leave  of  the  Commission  to  take 
testimony  by  deposition  or  by  written 
interrogatory  if  notice  thereof  is  served 
within  20  days  of  the  commencement 
of  the  proceeding,  are  hereby  waived 
for  this  proceeding  inasmuch  as  the  ex¬ 
peditious  conduct  of  business  so  requires. 
The  provision  of  Rule  12(h)  which  re¬ 
quires  leave  of  the  Commission  to  re¬ 
quest  admissions  of  fact  and  genuineness 
of  documents  if  notice  thereof  is  served 
within  10  days  of  commencement  of  the 
proceeding,  is  similarily  waived; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  Pacific  In¬ 
termountain  Express  Co.  be  named  as 
respondent  in  this  proceeding; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  this  pro¬ 
ceeding  be  assigned  for  public  hearing 
before  an  examiner  of  the  Commission’s 
Office  of  Hearing  Examiners  and  that 
the  hearing  be  held  at  a  date  and  a  place 
to  be  determined  and  announced  by  the 
presiding  examiner; 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  (1)  a  copy 
of  this  order  shall  forthwith  be  served  on 
the  respondent  herein  and  published  in 


the  Federal  Register;  and  (2)  the  said 
respondent  be  duly  served  with  notice 
of  time  and  place  of  the  hearing. 

All  persons  (including  individuals, 
corporations,  associations,  firms,  part¬ 
nerships,  and  public  bodies)  having  an 
interest  in  this  proceeding  and  desiring 
to  intervene  therein,  should  notify  the 
Secretary  of  the  Commission  promptly 
and  file  petitions  for  leave  to  intervene 
in  accordance  with  Rule  5(1)  of  the 
Commission’s  rules  of  practice  and  pro¬ 
cedure  (46  CFR  502.72)  with  a  copy  to  all 
parties  to  this  proceeding. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Francis  C.  Hltrney, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2384  Filed  2-19-71:8:49  am] 

GENERAL  SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 

[Federal  Property  Management  Regs.;  Tem¬ 
porary  Reg.  G-9] 

CHAIRMAN,  ATOMIC  ENERGY 
COMMISSION 

Delegation  of  Authority 

1.  Purpose.  This  regulation  delegates 
authority  to  the  Chairman,  Atomic  En¬ 
ergy  Commission,  to  represent  the  con¬ 
sumer  interests  of  the  civilian  agencies 
of  the  Federal  CRivemment  in  a  motor 
carrier  rate  increase  proceeding. 

2.  Effective  date.  This  regulation  is 
effective  February  12, 1971. 

3.  Delegation,  a.  Pursuant  to  the  au¬ 
thority  vested  in  me  by  the  Federal  Prop¬ 
erty  and  Administrative  Services  Act  of 
1949,  63  Stat.  377,  sis  amended,  par¬ 
ticularly  sections  201(a)(4)  and  205(d) 
(40  U.S.C.  481(a)(4)  and  486(d)),  au¬ 
thority  is  delegated  to  the  Chairman, 
Atomic  Energy  Commission,  to  represent 
the  consumer  interests  of  the  civilian 
agencies  of  the  Federal  Government 
before  the  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission  in  a  proceeding  involving  rate  in¬ 
creases  proposed  by  motor  carrier  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Rocky  Mountain  Motor  Tariff 
Bureau,  Inc,,  in  its  Tariff  No,  21-C. 

b.  The  Chairman,  Atomic  Energy  Com¬ 
mission,  may  redelegate  this  authority 
to  any  ofBcer,  official,  or  employee  of  the 
Atomic  Energy  Commission. 

c.  This  authority  shall  be  exercised  in 
accordance  with  the  policies,  procedures, 
and  controls  prescribed  by  the  General 
Services  Administration,  and,  further, 
shall  be  exercised  in  cooperation  with  the 
responsible  officers,  officials,  and  em¬ 
ployees  thereof. 

Dated;  February  12, 1971. 

W.  L.  Johnson,  Jr., 
Acting  Administrator  of 

General  Services. 
[FR  Doc.71-2334  Piled  2-19-71:8:45  am] 
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FEDERAL  POWER  COMMISSION 

(Docket  No.  Rni-686  etc-l 

BELCO  PETROLEUM  CORP.  ET  AL 

Order  Providing  for  Hearing  on  and 
Suspension  of  Proposed  Changes  in 
Rates,  and  Allowing  Rate  Changes 
To  Become  Effective  Subject  to 
Refund  ^ 

February  10, 1971. 

The  respondents  named  herein  have 
filed  proposed  changes  in  rates  and 
charges  of  currently  effective  rate  sched¬ 
ules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  under  Com¬ 
mission  jurisdiction,  as  set  forth  in 
Appendix  A  hereof. 

The  proposed  changed  rates  and! 
charges  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  xmlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  in  the 
public  Interest  and  consistent  with  the 
Natural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commission 
enter  upon  hearings  regarding  the  law¬ 
fulness  of  the  proposed  changes,  and 
that  the  supplements  herein  be  sus¬ 
pended  and  their  use  be  deferred  as 
ordered  below. 


The  Commission  orders; 

(A)  Under  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  par¬ 
ticularly  sections  4  and  15,  the  regula¬ 
tions  pertaining  thereto  (18  CPR  Ch.  I), 
and  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice 
and  procedure,  public  hearings  shall  be 
held  concerning  the  lawfulness  of  the 
proposed  changes. 

(B)  Pending  hearings  and  decisions 
thereon,  the  rate  supplements  herein  are 
suspended  and  their  use  deferred  until 
date  shown  in  the  “Date  Suspended 
Until’’  column,  and  thereafter  until 
made  effective  as  prescribed  by  the 
Natural  Gas  Act:  Provided,  however. 
That  the  supplements  to  the  rate  sched¬ 
ules  filed  by  respondents,  as  set  forth 
herein,  shall  become  effective  subject 
to  refimd  on  the  date  and  in  the  manner 
herein  prescribed  if  within  20  days  from 
the  date  of  the  issuance  of  this  order 
respondents  shall  each  execute  and  file 
under  its  above -designated  docket  num¬ 
ber  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Commission 
its  agreement  and  undertaking  to  comply 
with  the  refunding  and  reporting  pro¬ 
cedure  required  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act 
and  §  154.102  of  the  regulations  there¬ 
under,  accompanied  by  a  certificate 
showing  service  of  copies  thereof  upon  all 
purchasers  imder  the  rate  schedule  in¬ 
volved.  Unless  respondents  are  advised 
to  the  contrary  within  15  days  after  the 

Appendix  A 


filing  of  their  respective  agreements  and 
undertakings,  such  agreements  and  im- 
dertakings  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been 
accepted.’ 

(C)  Until  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission,  neither  the  suspended  sup¬ 
plements,  nor  the  rate  schedules  sought 
to  be  altered,  shall  be  changed  until 
disposition  of  these  proceedings  or 
expiration  of  the  suspension  period. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washington, 
D.C.  20426,  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8 
and  1.37(f))  on  or  before  March  31, 
1971. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Kenneth  F.  Plumb, 

Acting  Secretary. 


'Does  not  consolidate  for  hearing  or  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  several  matters  herein. 

*  If  an  acceptable  general  undertaking,  as 
provided  In  Order  No.  377,  has  previously 
been  filed  by  a  producer,  then  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  that  producer  to  file  an  agree¬ 
ment  and  undertaking  as  provided  herein. 
In  such  circumstances  the  producer’s  pro¬ 
posed  Increased  rate  will  become  effective  as 
of  the  expiration  of  the  suspension  period 
without  any  further  action  by  the  producer. 


Pocket 

No. 


Respondent 

Rate 

Sup¬ 

Amount 

Date 

Effective 

Date  — 

Cents  per  Met* 

Rate  in 
effect  sulj- 

sched¬ 

ple-  Purchaser  and  producing  area 

of 

filing 

date 

suspended 

Rate  in  Proposed 

ject  to 

ule 

No. 

ment 

No. 

annual 

Increase 

tendered 

unless 

suspended 

until— 

effect  Increased 
rate 

refund  in 
dockets 
Nos. 

RI71-686..  Belco  Petroleum  Corp . 

16 

4 

Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corp. 
(North  Maurice  Field,  Lafay- 

$12,250 

1-18-71  . 

*3-3-71 

10.5 

*21.25 

RI71-687..  Three  S  &  T  Oil  Co.,  Inc..„ 

1 

'8 

ette  Parish)  (Southern  Louisiana). 
United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Co.  (Iowa 
Field,  Calcasieu  Parish)  (South¬ 
ern  Louisiana) . 

20,344 

1-18-71  . 

*3-3-71 

18.5 

• » •  22. 375 

RIi  1-688..  The  California  Co.,  a  divi¬ 
sion  of  Chevron  Oil  Co. 

65 

1 

Tennessee  Gas  Pipeline  Co.,  a 
Division  of  Tenneco  Inc.  (Bay 
Jaque  Field,  Lafourche  Parish) 
(Southern  Louisiana). 

100,500 

1-18-71  . 

*3-3-71 

<20.0 

‘18.5 

*  2ao 
“  26. 0 

RI<  1-689..  Emerald  Oil  Co . . 

20 

5 

Michigan  Wisconsin  Pipe  Line 

Co.  (Lawtell  Field,  St.  Landry 
Parish)  (Southern  Louisiana). 

3,605 

1-15-71  . 

_  *  2-28-71 

20.0 

*  *  22. 375 

RIi  1-600..  Three  S  &  T  Oil  Co.,  Inc _ 

2 

8 

Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line 

6,300 

1-18-71  . 

.  *3-3-71 

20.625 

* » *»  22. 376 

Co.  (Lucy  Field,  St.  Charles, 
and  other  parishes)  (Southern 
Louisiana). 


*The  pressure  base  is  16.02S  p.s.l.a. 

•  Increase  per  termination  of  moratorium  pursuant  to  Order  No.  413  issued  Oct.  27. 
1070. 

^^The  date  from  Jan.  10, 1971  corresponding  to  the  number  of  days  filed  after  Nov.  27, 

» Increase  Is  limited  to  the  rate  level  prescribed  In  the  Dec.  24, 1970  order  issued  in 
Docket  No.  AE69-1. 


•  For  gas  well  gas. 

•  For  casinghead  gas. 

•  Not  used. 

’  Includes  letter  dated  Jan.  12, 1070  confirming  the  contract  rate  of  24.05  cents. 

•  Proposed  rate  Is  the  contract  rate  of  24.06  cents. 

»  Contract  base,  rate  is  22.6  cents. 

Proposed  rate  is  29.05  cents. 


Under  the  provisions  of  the  Commission’s 
order  issued  October  27,  1970,  in  Docket  No. 
AR69-1,  producers  in  the  southern  Louisiana 
area  were  able  to  file  for  higher  contractually 
authorized  rates  within  30  days  from  such 
order  (by  November  27,  1970)  and  were  per¬ 
mitted  to  collect  such  increased  rates  sub¬ 
ject  to  refund  after  75  days  had  pa.ssed  (as 
of  January  10,  1971).  The  75-day  period  ap¬ 
plies  to  those  filings  made  by  producers  with¬ 
in  30  days  of  the  Issuance  of  the  October  27, 
1970,  order.  Producer  filings  made  after  No¬ 
vember  27,  1970,  however,  were  to  be  sub¬ 
ject  to  normal  Commission  suspension  pro¬ 
cedures.  The  order,  however,  left  open  the 
question  of  the  appropriate  suspension  pe¬ 
riod  for  filings  made  after  November  27, 
1970. 

The  Increases  involved  here  were  filed  after 
the  November  27,  1970,  deadline.  In  view  of 
the  action  taken  in  the  procedural  order  in 
Docket  No.  AR69-1  accompanying  Order  No. 


413,  we  believe  It  appropriate  to  suspend  and 
permit  an  increase  filed  after  November  27, 
1970,  to  become  effective  subject  to  refund 
on  the  date  from  January  10,  1971,  that  cor¬ 
responds  to  the  number  of  days  that  the  fil¬ 
ing  was  made  after  November  27,  1970.  This 
order  so  provides. 

[FR  Doc .7 1-2266  Filed  2-19-71  ;8: 45  am] 


(Dockets  Nos.  RI7 1-701,  RI64-6281 

BIG  MARSH  OIL  CO. 

Order  Providing  for  Hearing  on  and 
Suspension  of  Proposed  Change  in 
Rate,  and  Allowing  Rate  Change  To 
Become  Effective  Subject  to  Refund 
February  12, 1971. 

Respondent  named  herein  has  filed  a 
proposed  change  in  rate  and  charge  of  a 


currently  effective  rate  schedule  for  the 
sale  of  natural  gas  under  Commission 
jurisdiction,  as  set  forth  in  Appendix  A 
hereof. 

The  proposed  changed  rate  and  charge 
may  be  unjust,  unreasonable,  unduly  dis¬ 
criminatory,  or  preferential,  or  otherwise 
unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds:  It  is  in  the  pub¬ 
lic  interest  and  consistent  with  the  Nat¬ 
ural  Gas  Act  that  the  Commission  enter 
upon  a  hearing  regarding  the  lawful¬ 
ness  of  the  proposed  change,  and  that  the 
supplement  herein  be  suspended  and  its 
use  be  deferred  as  ordereid  below. 

The  Commission  orders; 

(A)  Under  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  par¬ 
ticularly  sections  4  and  15,  the  regula¬ 
tions  pertaining  thereto  (18  CFR  Chap- 
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ter  I),  and  the  Commission’s  rules  of 
practice  and  procedure,  a  public  hearing 
shall  be  held  concerning  the  lawfulness 
of  the  proposed  change. 

(B)  Pending  hearing  and  decision 
thereon,  the  rate  supplement  herein  is 
suspended  and  its  use  deferred  until  date 
shown  in  the  “Date  Suspended  Until” 
column,  and  thereafter  until  made  effec¬ 
tive  as  prescribed  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act : 
Provided,  however.  That  the  supplement 
to  the  rate  schedule  filed  by  respondent 
shall  become  effective  subject  to  refimd 
on  the  date  and  in  the  manner  herein 
prescribed  if  within  20  days  from  the  date 
of  the  issuance  of  this  order  respondent 
shall  execute  and  file  imder  its  above- 
designated  docket  number  with  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Commission  its  agreement 
and  imdertaking  to  comply  with  the  re¬ 


funding  and  reporting  procedure  re¬ 
quired  by  the  Natural  Gas  Act  and 
S  154.102  of  the  regulations  thereunder, 
accompanied  by  a  certificate  showing 
service  of  a  copy  thereof  upon  the  pur¬ 
chaser  under  the  rate  schedule  involved. 
Unless  respondent  is  advised  to  the  con¬ 
trary  within  15  days  after  the  filing  of 
its  agreement  and  undertaking,  such 
agreement  and  undertaking  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  been  accepted 


>  It  an  acceptable  general  undertaking,  as 
provided  in  Order  No.  377,  has  previously 
been  filed  by  a  producer,  then  it  will  not  be 
necessary  for  that  producer  to  file  an  agree¬ 
ment  and  undertaking  as  provided  herein. 
In  such  circumstances  the  producer’s  pro¬ 
posed  increased  rate  will  become  effective  as 
of  the  expiration  of  the  suspension  period 
without  any  further  action  by  the  producer. 


(C)  Until  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission,  neither  the  suspended  sup¬ 
plement,  nor  the  rate  schedule  sought  to 
be  altered,  shall  be  changed  until  disposi¬ 
tion  of  this  proceeding  or  expiration  of 
the  suspension  period. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  20426,  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR 
1.8  and  1.37(f))  on  or  before  April  2, 
1971. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Kenneth  P.  Plumb, 

Acting  Secretary. 


Appendix  A 


Docket  * 

Respondent 

Rate 

sched¬ 

Sup¬ 

ple¬ 

Amount 

Purchaser  and  producing  area  of 

Date 

filing 

Effective 

date 

Date 

suspended 

Cents  per  Mcf* 

Rate  in 
effect  sub¬ 
ject  to 

No. 

ule 

No. 

ment 

No. 

annual 

increase 

tendered 

unless 

suspended 

until— 

Rate  In  Proposed 
effect  increased 

rate 

refund  in 
dockets 
Nos. 

RI64-628..  Big  Marsh  Oil  Co .  1  *  5 

RI71-701 . do .  1  6 


United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  (Big  Marsh  . •  12-9-70 

Field,  Raleigh  County,  W.  Va.). 

....do .  $33,815  >12-9-70 


1-10-71  ‘Accepted . .  Rl()4-628. 

1-10-71  1-11-71  21.0  26.0 


•The  pressure  base  Is  15.325  p.s.l.a.  rate  and  renegotiated  rate  Increases  every  5  years  hereafter. 

>  Refiled  on  Jan.  13, 1971.  *  Accepted,  to  be  effective  Jan.  10, 1971. 

*  Supplemental  agreement  providing  for  an  increase  of  5  cents  per  Mcf  in  the  present 


On  December  9,  1970,  Big  Marsh  Oil  Co. 
filed  a  proposed  notice  of  change  In  rate 
from  21  cents  to  26  cents  per  Mcf  together 
with  a  related  supplemental  agreement  pro¬ 
viding  for  such  Increased  rate  for  a  sale  to 
United  Fuel  Gas  Co.  in  West  Virginia.  On 
January  4,  1971,  the  proposed  filings  were 
returned  to  Big  Marsh  with  the  explanation 
that  Order  No.  411  rendered  the  filings  un¬ 
necessary  because  of  Big  Marsh's  status  as 
a  small  producer.  On  January  13,  1971,  Big 
Marsh  resubmitted  the  filings  because  of  its 
affiliation  with  the  purchaser.  United  Fuel, 
which  precluded  its  qualifying  as  a  small 
producer  under  I  157.40  of  the  Commission’s 
regulations.  Respondent  requests  that  the 
proposed  filings  be  made  effective  Janu¬ 
ary  10,  1971.  Due  to  the  affiliation  between 
buyer  and  seller,  the  proposed  increased  rate, 
which  does  not  exceed  the  applioable  ceiling 
rate,  shall  be  suspended  for  1  day  from  Jan¬ 
uary  10,  1971,  the  effective  date  proposed 
In  the  original  filing. 

IFR  Doc.71-2297  Filed  2-19-71;8 :45  am] 


[Docket  No.  RI71-692  etc.] 

GETTY  OIL  CO.  ET  AL. 

Order  Providing  for  Hearings  on  and 

Suspension  of  Proposed  Changes  in 

Rates  ^ 

February  10,  1971. 

The  respondents'’ named  herein  have 
filed  proposed  increased  rates  and 
charges  of  currently  effective  rate  sched¬ 
ules  for  sales  of  natural  gas  under  Com¬ 
mission  jurisdiction,  as  set  forth  in  Ap¬ 
pendix  A  hereof. 

The  proposed  changed  rates  and 
charges  may  be  unjust,  unreasonable, 
unduly  discriminatory,  or  preferential, 
or  otherwise  unlawful. 

The  Commission  finds : 

It  is  in  the  public  interest  and  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  Natural  Gas  Act  that 
the  Commission  enter  upon  hearings 
regarding  the  lawfulness  of  the  proposed 
changes,  and  that  the  supplements 
herein  be  suspended  and  their  use  be 
deferred  as  ordered  below. 

The  Commission  orders: 


‘Does  not  consolidate  for  bearing  or  dis¬ 
pose  of  the  several  matters  herein. 


(A)  Under  the  Natural  Gas  Act,  par¬ 
ticularly  sections  4  and  15,  the  regula¬ 
tions  pertaining  thereto  (18  C7FR  Ch.  I) , 
and  the  Commission’s  rules  of  practice 
and  procedure,  public  hearings  shall  be 
held  concerning  the  lawfulness  of  the 
proposed  changes. 

(B)  Pending  hearings  and  decisions 
thereon,  the  rate  supplements  herein  are 
suspended  and  their  use  deferred  until 
date  shown  in  the  “Date  Suspended  Un¬ 
til”  column,  and  thereafter  imtil  made 
effective  as  prescribed  by  the  Natural 
Gas  Act. 

(C)  Until  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Commission,  neither  the  suspended 
supplements,  nor  the  rate  schedules 
sought  to  be  altered,  shall  be  changed 
until  disposition  of  these  proceedings  or 
expiration  of  the  suspension  period. 

(D)  Notices  of  intervention  or  peti¬ 
tions  to  intervene  may  be  filed  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washington, 
D.C.  20426,  in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8 
and  1.37(f))  on  or  before  March  31, 
1971. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Kenneth  F.  Plumb, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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Bate  8up-  Amount  Date  Elective 

Docket  Respondent  sched-  pie-  Purchaser  and  producing  area  ,  of  filing  date 

No.  ule  ment  annual  tendered  unless 

No.  No.  Increase  suspended 


BI71-692..  Getty  Oil  Co... . 3  *15  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  .  1-18-71  2-18-71 

Corp.  (Oakville  Wilcox  Field,  $1,637  1-18-71  2-18-71 

Live  Oak  County)  (Texas  RR . . . 

District  No.  2).  . 

_ _ do.... _ _  14  *15  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  .  1-15-71  2-15-71 

14  16  Corp.  (Ray  Wilcox  Field,  Bee  16,457  1-16-71  2-15-71 

County)  (Texas  RR.  District  . . . . 

No.  2).  . 

_...do... . 16  *19  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Lino  .  1-15-71  2-15-71 

16  20  Corp.  (West  Tuleta  Field,  Bee  *7,275  1-15-71  2-15-71 

County)  (Texas  RR.  District 

No.  2).  ’17,5!« . 

20  16  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Co.  (Branot  211  1-1^71  2-15-71 

Field,  Goliad  County)  (Texas 
RR.  District  No.  2). 

RI71-693..  Houston  Natural  Gas  Pro-  7  *15  Vranscontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line .  1-20-71  2-20-71 

ductiou  Co.  et  ah  7  16  Corp.  (South  Mineral  Field,  Bee  10, 495  1-20-71  2-20-71 

County)  (Texas  RR.  District . 

No.  2).  . 

.....do. . .  9  *  15  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line .  1-20-71  2-20-71 

9  16  Corp.  (Mineral  Field,  Bee  Coun-  4, 773  1-20-71  2-20-71 

ty)  (Texas  RR.  District  No.  2) . 


- _ do..... .  10  *14'  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line .  1-20-71  2-20-71 

10  15  Corp.  (Ray-Field  Bee  County)  48,082  1-20-71  2-20-71 

(Texas  RR.  DistrictNo.2). 

RI71-694..  R.  C.  Harris  et  al .  1  >*16  Transcontinental  Gas  Pipe  Line  .  i-2(F7i  2^20-71 

1  17  Corp.  (West  Tuleta  Field,  Bee  116, 970  1-20-71  2-20-71 

County)  (Texas  RR.  District  . 

No.  2).  . 

RI71-695..  Humble  Oil  &  Refining  Co.  383  4  Mountain  Fuel  Supply  Co.  (West  3,463  1-14-71  3-  8-71 

Side  Canal  Area)  (Carbon 
County,  Wyo.). 

RI71-696..  Mobil  Oil  Corp.  et  al .  17  23  Northern  Natural  Gas  Co.  21,091  1-11-71  2-11-71 

(Blinebry  and  Tubb  Fields) 

(Lea  County,  N.  Mex.) 

(Permian  Basin). 

RI71-697,.  Atlantic  Richfield  Co .  228  4  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Co.  7,210  1-22-71  3-1-71 

(V'ixcn  Fieldj  (Caldwell  Parish, 

North  Louisiana). 

R 171-698..  Tenneco  Oil  Co .  264  1  Arkansas  Louisiana  Gas  Co.  150  1-18-71  2-18-71 

(Bonanza  Field,  Sebastian 
County,  Ark.). 

RI71- 699-.  Adobe  Oil  Co .  C’)  . El  Paso  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Calvin  10,000  1-19-71  2-14-71 

Dean  Field)  (Reagan  County) 

(Texas  RR.  District  7-C) 

(Permian  Basin). 


Cent*  per  Mcl*  Rate  in 

Date  - efloct  sulv 

susp^ded  Rate  in  Proposed  }ect  to 
until—  effect  Increased  refund  in 
rate  dockets 

Nos. 


»Accepted  . . . . . 

7-18-71  ‘  11. 0399  *  19. 0 

.  >12. 0399  »  21. 0 

.  *‘13.0399  **»28.0 

‘•-Vccepted . 

7-15-71  > 11. 0399  *  19. 0 

. 1 .  **  13.0399  >21.0 

.  ‘»»26.0 

‘•Accepted . . . . 

7-15-71  >  11. 0399  •  19. 0 

.  >21.0 

.  »  *  13.  (BitO  ‘  •  25. 0 

7-15-71  14.036  14.13525  RI69-857. 


••Accepted _ 

7-20-71  >»  11.0407  *19.0 

.  >112.0444  >21.0 

.  *  13. 0481  •  26. 0 

>*  Accepted . 

7-20-71  >«  11.0407  *19.0 

.  >1  12. 0444  >  21. 0 

.  >13. 0481  *  25. 0 

‘•Accepted . . 

7-20-71  >»  11. 0407  *  19.0 

.  >>  12.0444  >21.0 

.  >  13.0481  *26.0 

‘•Accepted . . 

7- 20-71  »  11. 0399  •  19. 0 

.  >21.0 

. >>*  13.0399  *1*25.0 

8-  8-71  >*  16. 15  “  16. 16 


7-11-71  14. 86  “  15. 7643 


8-  1-71  »  »  19. 5  » >«  20. 6  RI68-90. 


7-18-71  15. 0  16. 0 


7-14-71  14.6  19.0 


’Unless  otherwise  stated,  the  pressure  base  Is  14.65  p.s.l.a. 

1  For  uncompressed  gas. 

>  For  gas  compressed  by  purchaser  if  seller  maintains  and  operates  purchaser’s  com¬ 
pressors. 

*  Subject  to  a  0.21931-ccnt  dehydration  charge. 

*  Agreement  dated  Dec.  28.  1970,  provides  among  other  things  for  an  extension  of 
contract  term  until  Apr.  1, 1981  and  for  renegotiated  rates  of  19  cents  for  gas  produced 
from  reservoirs  discovered  prior  to  Sept.  28, 1960,  21  cents  for  gas  from  reservoirs  dis¬ 
covered  from  Sept.  28,  1960,  to  June  17,  1970,  and  25  cents  for  gas  from  reservoirs 
discovered  on  or  after  June  17,  1970,  or  any  higher  area  ceiling  price. 

»  For  gas  discovered  prior  to  Sept.  28, 1960. 

’  For  gas  discovered  from  Sept.  28, 1960,  to  June  17, 1970. 

•  For  gas  discovered  on  or  after  June  17, 1970. 

•  For  gas  which  does  not  require  comprc.ssion  or  requiring  a  single  stage  of  compres¬ 
sion  by  seller. 

i»  For  gas  which  does  not  require  compression  or  which  is  compres.sed  by  buyer. 

>1  For  gas  compressed  by  buyer  the  facilities  which  seller  may  elect  to  take  over. 

“  Three  amendments,  two  dated  Dec.  31, 1970,  one  dated  Jan.  11, 1971,  provide  for 
an  extension  of  contract  term  and  renegotiated  rates  specified  therein. 


*  For  compressed  gas  if  seller  Installs  and  operates  sellers  compressors. 


»  Subject  to  a  0.21931-ccnt  dehydration  charge  deducted  by  buyer  tor  gas  requiring 
dehydration. 

1*  Effective  subject  to  refund  in  Docket  No.  RI70-469. 

1*  Includes  double  tax  reimbursement  with  60  percent  applicable  to  sales  of  gas  after 
Mar.  8, 1971,  with  the  remainder  levied  for  recoupment  of  tax  paid  during  prior  years. 

1*  Converted  from  15.025  p.s.l.a.  pressure  base.  Includes  partial  reimbursement  for 
the  full  2.66  percent  New  Mexico  Emergency  School  Tax. 

» Includes  1.6-ccnt  tax  reimbursement. 

'•  Small  producer  certificate  holder  in  Docket  No.  CS67-2.  N  o  rate  schedule  on  file. 

!•  Accepted  as  a  contract  amendment  effective  as  of  the  date  set  forth  in  the  “Ef¬ 
fective  Date  Unless  Suspended”  column  subject  to  the  conditions  prescribed  in 
this  order. 

>*  The  pressure  base  is  15.025  p.s.l.a. 


The  agreements  filed  by  respondents  In 
addition  to  providing  for  the  proposed  in¬ 
creased  rates  also  provide  for  future  escala¬ 
tions  to  any  higher  area  celling  or  settlement 
rate  prescribed  by  the  Commission.  The 
provisions  relating  to  the  area  rate  do  not 
conform  with  §  154.93  (b-1)  of  the  Commis¬ 
sion’s  regulations.  Consistent  with  Commis¬ 
sion  action  taken  on  similar  filings  not  in 
conformity  with  I  154.93 (b-1),  the  agree¬ 
ments  are  accepted  for  filing  upon  expiration 
of  statutory  notice  with  the  condition  that 
the  provisions  relating  to  the  area  rate  will 
only  apply  upon  the  Commission’s  approval 
of  a  just  and  reasonable  rate,  or  settlement 
rate,  in  an  applicable  area  rate  proceeding, 
for  gas  of  comparable  quality  and  vintage. 
Additionally,  the  agreements  of  Getty  OH 
Co.,  Houston  Natural  Oas  Production  Co.,  and 
R.  C.  Harris,  limit  the  gas  reserves  committed 
to  such  contracts.  Neither  the  basic  contracts 
nor  the  related  certificates  were  previously 
limited  In  this  manner.  Therefore,  such 
agreements  are  accepted  for  filing  only  inso¬ 
far  as  they  pertain  to  the  reserves  specified 
therein  and  the  increases  are  limited  only  to 
gas  produced  from  such  reserves.  Also, 


respondents  are  advised  that  the  acceptance 
of  such  agreements  does  not  constitute  any 
authorization  to  abandon  any  acreage 
covered  by  the  original  contracts  which  is 
not  covered  by  these  agreements. 

’The  proposed  increase  of  Humble  Oil  & 
Refining  Co.,  is  a  periodic  Increase  and  in¬ 
cludes  a  double  amount  of  the  contractually 
due  reimbursement  of  the  Wyoming  sever¬ 
ance  tax  to  provide  reimbursement  of  taxes 
applicable  to  future  production  as  well  as 
reimbursement  for  taxes  applicable  to  past 
production  back  to  January  1,  1968.  Humble 
is  advised  that  after  tax  reimbursement 
applicable  to  past  production  has  been 
recovered,  a  rate'  decrease  filing  will  be 
required  to  reduce  the  proposed  rate  so  as 
to  provide  for  tax  reimbursement  for  future 
production  only.  Houstop  Natural  Gas  Pro¬ 
duction  Co.  and  R.  C.  Harris  request  effective 
dates  for  which  adequate  notice  was  not 
given.  Good  cause  has  not  been  shown  for 
granting  these  requests  and  they  are  denied. 
The  proposed  Increases  are  suspended  for 
5  months  upon  expiration  of  statutory 
notice. 


All  of  the  producers’  proposed  increased 
rates  and  charges  exceed  the  applicable  area 
price  levels  for  increased  rates  as  set  forth 
in  the  Commission’s  Statement  of  General 
Policy  No.  61-1,  as  amended  (18  CTR  2.56). 

[FR  Doc.71-2267  Piled  2-19-71;8:45  am] 

[Docket  No.  CP-70-199  etc.] 

CUMBERLAND  NATURAL  GAS  CO., 
INC.,  AND  NATIONAL  CHEMICAL 
CORP. 

Notice  of  Application  and 
Consolidation 

February  18, 1971. 

Take  notice  that  on  January  29,  1971, 
National  Chemical  Corp.  (applicant), 
406  Kenyon  Building,  Louisville,  KY 
40202,  filed  in  Docket  No.  CP71-205  an 
application  pursuant  to  section  7(c)  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act  for  an  order  certify¬ 
ing  it  as  successor-in-interest  to  certain 
pipeline  facilities  transferred  to  it  from 
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Cumberland  Natural  Gas  Co.  (Cumber¬ 
land),  and  pursuant  to  section  7(b)  of 
the  Act  for  an  order  authorizing  and 
permitting  abandonment  of  service  to 
Texas  Gas  Transmission  Corp.  (Texas 
Gas)  and  abandonment  of  the  physical 
interconnection  with  the  facilities  of 
Texas  Gas,  all  as  more  fully  set  forth 
in  the  applications  which  are  on  file  with 
the  Commission  and  open  to  public 
inspection. 

These  proceedings  were  initiated  with 
the  filing  by  Cumberland  in  Docket  No. 
CP70-199  of  an  application  imder  sec¬ 
tion  7(b)  of  the  Act  for  permission  and 
approval  to  abandon  the  transportation 
and  sale  of  natural  gas  produced  from 
Applicant’s  properties  and  the  facilities 
used  therefor.  By  order  of  November  25, 
1970,  applicant  was  made  a  party  to  the 
proceedings  and  ordered  to  show  cause 
why  it  should  not  be  found  to  be  a  “natu¬ 
ral-gas  company”  within  the  meaning  of 
the  Natural  Gas  Act,  why  it  should  not 
be  required  to  obtain  a  certificate  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  7(c)  of  the  Act,  as  suc¬ 
cessor  in  interest  to  certain  producing 
acreage  previously  dedicated  to  inter¬ 
state  commerce  and,  as  transferee  of  the 
Ciunberland  facilities,  why  it  should  not 
be  required  to  comply  with  the  abandon¬ 
ment  provisions  of  section  7(b)  of  the 
Act.  The  applications  in  Dockets  Nos. 
CI71-506  and  CI71-507,  together  with 
the  application  in  Docket  No".  CP71-205, 
were  filed  pursuant  to  said  show  cause 
order. 

The  matters  now  formally  presented 
in  the  application  in  Docket  No.  CP71- 
205  involve  questions  of  law  and  fact 
common  to  and  first  raised  in  the  pro¬ 
ceedings  now  pending  in  Dockets  Nos. 
CP70-199,  CI71-506,  and  CI71-507,  Con¬ 
sequently,  the  instant  application  will  be 
heard  on  a  consolidated  basis  with  these 
previously  filed  applications. 

In  order  not  to  unduly  delay  the  hear¬ 
ings  which  have  commenced,  it  is  rea¬ 
sonable  and  consistant  with  the  public 
interest  that  the  time  fixed  for  the  fil¬ 
ing  of  petitions  to  intervene  and  protests 
should  be  less  than  the  15  days  prescribed 
by  the  Commissions  rules  of  practice  and 
procedure  (18  CFR  1.19).  Accordingly, 
any  person  wishing  to  become  a  party  to 
the  consolidated  proceedings  should  on 
or  before  March  1,  1971,  file  with  the 
Federal  Power  Commission,  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C,  20426,  a  petition  to  intervene 
or  a  protest  in  accordance  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Commission’s  rules 
of  practice  and  procedure  (18  CFR  1.8 
or  1.10).  Those  already  parties  to  the 
proceedings  in  Dockets  Nos.  CP70-199, 
CI71-506,  and  CI71-507  need  not  refile 
to  intervene.  All  protests  filed  with  the 
Commission  will  be  considered  by  it  in 
determining  the  appropriate  action  to  be 
taken  but  will  not  serve  to  make  the  pro- 
testants  parties  to  the  proceedings.  Any 
person  wishing  to  become  a  party  to  the 
proceedings  or  to  participate  as  a  party 
to  any  hearing  therein  must  file  a  petition 
to  intervene  in  accordance  with  the 
Commission’s  rules. 

Kenneth  F.  Plumb, 
Acting  Secretary. 

IPB  Doc.71-2406  Filed  2-19-71:8:50  am] 


NOTICES 


FEDERAL  RESERVE  SYSTEM 

FIRST  BANC  GROUP  OF  OHIO,  INC. 

Order  Approving  Acquisition  of  Bank 

Stock  by  Bank  Holding  Company 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of 
First  Banc  Group  of  Ohio,  Inc.,  Colum¬ 
bus,  Ohio,  for  approval  of  acquisition  of 
100  percent  of  the  voting  shares  (less 
directors’  qualifying  shares)  of  the  suc¬ 
cessor  by  merger  to  The  First  National 
Bank  of  Wapakoneta,  Wapakoneta,  Ohio. 

There  has  come  before  the  Board  of 
Gtovernors,  pursuant  to  section  3(a)(3) 
of  the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act  of 
1956  (12  U.S.C.  1842(a)(3)),  and  §  222.3 
(a)  of  Federal  Reserve  Regulation  Y  (12 
CFR  222.3(a)),  an  application  by  First 
Banc  Group  of  Ohio,  Inc.,  Columbus, 
Ohio  (Applicant),  a  registered  bank 
holding  company,  for  the  Board’s  prior 
approval  of  the  acquisition  of  100  percent 
of  the  voting  shares  (less  directors’ 
qualifying  shares)  of  a  new  national 
bank  into  which  would  be  merged  The 
First  National  Bank  of  Wapakoneta, 
Wapakoneta,  Ohio  (Bank).  The  new 
national  bank  has  significance'  only  as  a 
means  of  acquiring  all  of  the  shares  of 
the  bank  to  be  merged  into  it;  the  pro¬ 
posal  is  therefore  treated  herein  as  one 
to  acquire  shares  of  The  First  National 
Bank  of  Wapakoneta. 

As  required  by  section  3(b)  of  the  Act, 
the  Board  gave  written  notice  of  receipt 
of  the  application  to  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Currency  and  requested  his  views  and 
recommendation.  The  Board  also  gave 
notice  to  the  Superintendent  of  Banks 
for  the  State  of  Ohio.  The  Comptroller 
recommended  approval  of  the  applica¬ 
tion,  and  the  Superintendent  advised 
that  his  office  had  no  objection  to 
approval. 

Notice  of  receipt  of  the  application 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  December  19,  1970  (35  FJl.  19291),. 
providing  an  opportunity  for  interested 
persons  to  submit  comments  and  views 
with  respect  to  the  proposed  transaction. 
A  copy  of  the  application  was  forwarded 
to  the  U.S.  Department  of  Justice  for  its 
consideration.  Time  for  filing  comments 
and  views  has  expired  and  all  those  re¬ 
ceived  have  been  considered  by  the 
Board. 

The  Board  has  considered  the  applica¬ 
tion  in  the  light  of  the  factors  set  forth 
in  section  3(c)  of  the  Act,  including  the 
effect  of  the  proposed  acquisition  on 
competition,  the  financial  and  mana¬ 
gerial  resources  and  future  prospects  of 
the  Applicant  and  the  banks  concerned, 
and  the  convenience  and  needs  of  the 
communities  to  be  served.  Upon  such 
consideration  the  Board  finds  that: 

Applicant,  the  eighth  largest  banking 
organization  in  Ohio,  controls  six  banks 
with  deposits  of  approximately  $557  mil¬ 
lion,  representing  less  than  3  percent  of 
total  commercial  bank  deposits  in  the 
State.  (All  banking  data  are  as  of 
June  30,  1970,  adjusted  to  reflect  hold¬ 
ing  company  formations  and  acquisi¬ 
tions  approved  by  the  Board  to  date.) 


The  acquisition  of  Bank,  with  deposits 
of  less  than  $24  million,  would  increase 
Applicant’s  control  of  deposits  in  the 
State  by  only  0.1  percentage  points, 
leaving  unchanged  its  present  ranking 
among  banking  organizations  in  the 
State. 

Bank  is  located  in  the  town  of 
Wapakoneta,  which  has  a  population  of 
less  than  8,000.  Bank  operates  a  branch 
6  miles  north  of  Wapakoneta  in  Criders- 
ville,  and  another  branch  8  miles  west 
of  Wapakoneta  in  St.  Mary’s.  As  the 
largest  of  six  banks  in  Auglaize  County 
(population  40,000) ,  which  is  regarded  as 
the  relevant  banking  market  and  is  pri¬ 
marily  an  agricultural  area.  Bank  holds 
29  percent  of  deposits  in  the  county. 
However,  the  second  largest  bank  in  the 
coimty  is  only  slightly  smaller  than  Bank 
and  holds  more  than  26  percent  of  de¬ 
posits  in  the  county.  Also  Bank  competes 
with  two  considerably  larger  banks  in 
the  adjoining  Lima  market.  A  signifi¬ 
cant  number  of  Wapakoneta  residents 
commute  to  Lima. 

Applicant’s  subsidiary  bank  located 
nearest  to  Bank  is  78  miles  to  the  south¬ 
west  and  there  are  three  counties  served 
by  95  offices  of  20  independent  banks  in 
the  intervening  area.  It  appears  that  no 
present  competition  exists  between  any 
of  Applicant’s  subsidiaries  and  Bank.  On 
the  facts  of  record  and  in  the  light  of 
Ohio’s  branching  restrictions,  it  appears 
unlikely  that  consummation  of  the  pro¬ 
posal  herein  would  foreclose  potential 
competition. 

Based  upon  the  record,  the  Board  con¬ 
cludes  that  consummation  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  acquisition  would  have  no  signifi¬ 
cant  adverse  effect  on  competition  in 
any  relevant  area.  ’The  financial  condi¬ 
tion  and  management  of  Applicant  and 
its  present  subsidiaries  appear  to  be  sat¬ 
isfactory  and  prospects  for  the  group  ap¬ 
pear  favorable.  A  strengthening  of 
Bank’s  management  and  financial  con¬ 
dition  is  desirable.  Applicant’s  ability  to 
provide  assistance  in  these  areas  and  to 
enhance  Bank’s  prospects  is  a  substan¬ 
tial  factor  in  support  of  approval  of  the 
application.  Applicant  proposes  to  ex¬ 
pand  Bank’s  lending  operations,  to  ini¬ 
tiate  various  staff  improvement  programs 
at  Bank,  and  to  offer  trust,  travel,  and 
other  services.  Considerations  relating  to 
the  convenience  and  needs  of  the  com- 
mimities  to  be  served  are  consistent  with 
and  lend  some  slight  support  to  approval 
of  the  application.  It  is  the  Board’s  judg¬ 
ment  that  the  proposed  transaction 
would  be  in  the  public  interest,  and  that 
the  application  should  be  approved. 

It  is  hereby  ordered.  For  the  reasons 
set  forth  in  the  findings  summarized 
above,  that  said  application  be  and 
hereby  is  approved;  Provided,  That  the 
action  so  approved  shall  not  be  consum¬ 
mated  (a)  before  the  30th  calendar  day 
following  the  date  of  this  order,  or  (b) 
later  than  3  months  after  the  date  of  this 
order,  unless  such  period  is  extended  for 
good  cause  by  the  Board,  or  by  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Reserve  Bank  of  Cleveland  pursuant 
to  delegated  authority. 
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By  order  of  the  Board  of  Governors,^ 
February  16,  1971. 

[sEALl  Kenneth  A.  Kenyon, 

Deputy  Secretary. 

[FR  Etoc.71-2321  Plied  2-19-71:8:45  am] 

FIRST  COMMUNITY 
BANCORPORATION 

Order  Approving  Action  To  Become 
Bank  Holding  Conipany 

In  the  matter  of  the  application  of 
First  Community  Bancorporation,  Joplin, 
Mo.,  for  approval  of  action  to  become 
a  bank  holding  company  through  the  ac¬ 
quisition  of  100  percent  of  the  voting 
shares  (less  directors’  qualifying  shares) 
of  the  successor  by  merger  to  First  Na¬ 
tional  Bank  of  Joplin,  Joplin,  Mo.,  and, 
as  an  incident  to  the  merger,  indirect 
control  of  100  percent  of  the  voting  shares 
(less  directors’  qualifying  shares)  of 
Community  National  Bank  of  Joplin, 
Joplin,  Mo. 

There  has  come  before  the  Board  of 
Governors,  pursuant  to  section  3(a)(1) 
of  the  Bank  Holding  Company  Act  of 
1956  (12  U.S.C.  1842(a)(1))  and  §  222.3 
(a)  of  Federal  Reserve  Regulation  Y  (12 
CFR  222.3(a)),  an  applicatibn  by  First 
Commimity  Bancorporation,  Joplin,  Mo., 
for  the  Board’s  prior  approval  of  action 
whereby  Applicant  would  become  a  bank 
holding  company  through  the  merger  of 
First  National  Bank  of  Joplin,  Joplin, 
Mo.,  into  a  nonoperating  national  bank 
and  the  acquisition  by  Applicant  of  100 
percent  of  the  voting  shares  (less  direc¬ 
tors’  qualifying  shares)  of  the  successor 
by  merger  and,  as  an  incident  to  the 
merger,  indirect  control  of  100  percent  of 
the  voting  shares  (less  directors’  qualify¬ 
ing  shares)  of  Community  National  Bank 
of  Joplin,  Joplin,  Mo. 

As  required  by  section  3(b)  of  the  Act, 
the  Board  gave  written  notice  of  receipt 
of  the  application  to  the  Comptroller  of 
the  Currency,  and  requested  his  views 
and  recommendation.  The  Comptroller 
recommended  approval  of  the  applica¬ 
tion. 

Notice  of  receipt  of  the  application 
was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  December  18,  1970  (35  F.R.  19219), 
which  provided  an  opportunity  for  inter¬ 
ested  persons  to  submit  comments  and 
views  with  respect  to  the  proposed  trans¬ 
action.  A  copy  of  the  application  was 
forwarded  to  the  U.S.  Department  of 
Justice  for  its  consideration.  The  time  for 
filing  comments  and  views  has  expired 
and  all  those  received  have  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Board. 

It  is  hereby  ordered.  For  the  reasons 
set  forth  in  the  Board’s  statement  “  of 
this  date,  that  said  application  be  and 
hereby  is  approved;  Provided,  That  the 

» Voting  for  this  action:  Chairman  Burns 
and  Governors  Robertson,  Mitchell,  Daane, 
Malsel,  and  Brimmer.  Absent  and  not  voting: 
Governor  Sherrill. 

Filed  as  part  of  the  original  document. 
Copies  available  upon  request  to  the  Board 
of  Governors  of  the  Federal  Reserve  System, 
Washington,  D.C.  20561,  or  to  the  Federal 
Reserve  Bank  of  Kansas  City. 


action  so  approved  shall  not  be  consum¬ 
mated  (a)  before  the  30th  calendar  day 
following  the  date  of  this  order  or  (b) 
later  than  3  months  after  the  date  of 
this  order,  unless  such  time  is  extended 
for  good  cause  by  the  Board,  or  by  the 
Federal  Reserve  Bank  of  Kansas  City 
pursuant  to  delegated  authority. 

By  order  of  the  Board  of  Governors,® 
Febrtiary  16, 1971. 

[seal!  Kenneth  A.  Kenyon, 

Deputy  Secretary. 

[PR  Doc.71-2320  Piled  2-19-71:8:45  am] 

SECURITIES  AND  EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 

[Pile  No.  24D-2859] 

DELTA  PACIFIC  CORP. 

Order  Permanently  Suspending 
Exemption 

February  10,  1971. 

I.  Delta  Pacific  Corp.  (issuer),  a 
Nevada  corporation  with  offices  located  at 
325  South  Third  Street,  Las  Vegas  NE, 
filed  with  this  Commission  on  May  23, 

1969,  a  notification  on  Form  1-A  and  an 
offering  circular  relating  to  a  proposed 
offering  of  300,000  shares  of  its  $1  par 
common  stock  for  the  purpose  of  obtain¬ 
ing  an  exemption  from  the  registration 
requirements  of  the  Securities  Act  of 
1933,  as  amended,  pursuant  to  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  section  3(b)  thereof,  and  Regu¬ 
lation  A  promulgated  thereunder.  The 
offering  commenced  on  November  4, 1969 
with  officers  and  directors  of  the  issuer 
acting  as  underwriters.  Subsequently,  the 
notification  and  offering  circular  was 
amended,  and  Wanderon  &  Co.,  Inc. 
(imderwriter) ,  Jersey  City,  N.J.,  was  des¬ 
ignated  as  undemriter  for  the  issue. 
The  offering  recommenced  on  Febru¬ 
ary  23,  1970. 

II.  The  Commission  on  November  10, 

1970,  temporarily  suspended  the  Regula¬ 
tion  A  exemption  of  Delta  Pacific  Corp., 
stating  that  it  had  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  from  information  reported  to  it 
by  the  staff  that: 

A.  The  terms  and  conditions  of  Regu¬ 
lation  A  have  not  been  complied  with,  in 
that: 

1.  Issuer  failed  to  disclose  imder  Items 
3  (a)  and  (b)  of  Form  1-A  a  change  in 
officers  and  directors  of  the  issuer  dining 
June  and  July  1970. 

2.  Issuer  failed  to  disclose  under  Item 

(10)  To  determine,  in  light  of  the  evi- 

posed  offerings  by  the  issuer  in  that 
during  late  April  1970  a  note  of  the  com¬ 
pany  was  executed  and  shares  of  the  is¬ 
suer  were  sold  in  the  acquisition  of  other 
companies. 

3.  The  aggregate  offering  price  of 
$300,000  under  Regulation  A  (which  was 


•Voting  for  this  action:  Chairman  Burns 
and  Governors  Robertson,  Mitcheil,  Daane, 
Maisel,  and  Brimmer.  Absent  and  not  voting; 
Governor  Sherrili. 


the  maximum  aggregate  offering  price 
available  under  the  exemption  at  the 
time  of  this  offering)  was  exceeded  as  a 
result  of  transactions  referred  to  in  2, 
above. 

4.  The  offering  circular  after  April  15, 
1970,  failed  to  include  proper  financial 
statements  as  required  by  Item  11  of 
Schedule  I. 

5.  The  offering  circular  after  April  15, 
1970,  failed  accurately  to  state  the  use  to 
which  proceeds  of  the  offering  were  to  be 
applied  as  required  by  Item  6(a)  of 
Schedule  I. 

6.  The  offering  circular  after  June  1, 
1970,  failed  accurately  to  state  the  names 
and  addresses  of  officers  and  directors  of 
issuer  as  required  by  Item  9  of  Schedule  I. 

7.  The  offering  circular  after  April  15, 
1970,  failed  to  disclose  with  respect  to 
the  issuer’s  business  as  required  by  Item 
8(b)  and  8(c)  of  Schedule  I. 

B.  The  offering  circular  contains  un¬ 
true  statements  of  material  facts  and 
omits  to  state  material  facts  necessary 
to  make  the  statements  made,  in  the 
light  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
they  were  made,  not  misleading,  partic¬ 
ularly  with  respect  to: 

1.  The  failure  to  describe  adequately 
and  accurately  transactions  whereby  the 
issuer  acquired  a  major  portion  of  its 
assets,  in  that  G.  William  Harrison,  then 
president  of  the  issuer,  acquired  those 
assets  in  an  arm’s-length  transaction 
and  thereafter  assigned  them  to  the  is¬ 
suer  for  stock,  whereas  the  property  was 
in  fact  previously  owned  by  his  mother 
who  retained  a  three-sixteenths  royalty 
interest. 

2.  The  failure  to  disclose  in  the  offer¬ 
ing  circular  the  fact  that  Mrs.  Mary  A. 
Ferris  is  the  mother  of  G,  William 
Harrison. 

3.  As  a  result  of  information  described 
in  paragraph  1,  the  offering  circular  fails 
to  state  that,  because  of  a  conflict  of  in¬ 
terest  regarding  these  assets,  Harrison 
was  unable  to  make  an  Independent  judg¬ 
ment  with  respect  to  these  assets. 

4.  The  failure  accurately  to  reflect  in 
the  offering  circular  subsequent  to 
June  1,  1970,  the  names  and  addresses 
of  the  officers  and  directors  of  the  issuer. 

5.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  the 
underwriter  had  not  promptly  trans¬ 
mitted  the  proceeds  of  this  offering  to 
the  issuer. 

6.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  the 
underwriter  has  been  manipulating  the 
price  of  the  issuer’s  stock  by  trading  in 
the  stock  during  the  distribution  of  said 
stock. 

7.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  on 
May  17, 1970,  the  Issuer  drilled  a  dry  hole 
on  its  Louisiana  lease  location. 

8.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  in  late 
April  1970,  the  issuer  had  abandoned  ex¬ 
ploration  of  its  copper  property  in  Utah. 

9.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  the  is¬ 
suer  had  acquired  in  April  1970  three 
small  companies  for  cash,  notes,  and 
stock,  thereby  causing  the  aggregate  of¬ 
fering  price  under  Regulation  A  to  be 
exceeded. 

10.  Failure  to  disclose  that  Harrison, 
as  an  officer  of  the  issuer,  executed  a 
note  of  $28,000  for  the  acquisition  of  an- 
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other  company  without  the  approval  of 
the  issuer’s  board  of  directors. 

11.  Failure  to  disclose  that  an  officer 
of  the  issuer  attempted  to  create  a  spuri¬ 
ous  transaction  of  the  issuer’s  stock  to 
individuals  known  to  him  in  order  that 
he  could  announce  the  close-outs  of  this 
offering . 

12.  The  failure  to  disclose  that  pro¬ 
ceeds  from  the  offering  had  been  and 
were  being  used  for  purposes  other  than 
as  stated. 

C.  The  issuer  and  underwriter  in  the 
use  of  issuer’s  offering  circular  and  in 
the  distribution  of  these  securities,  have 
engaged  in  transactions,  practices  and  a 
course  of  business  which  would  operate 
and  did  operate  as  a  fraud  and  deceit 
upon  purchasers  of  the  securities  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  sections  5  and  17(a)  of  the 
Securities  Act  of  1933,  as  amended. 

III.  No  hearing  having  been  requested 
by  the  issuer  within  30  days  after  the 
entry  of  an  order  temporarily  suspending 
the  exemption  of  the  issuer  under  Regu¬ 
lation  A,  the  Commission  finds  that  it  is 
in  the  public  interest  and  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  investors  that  the  exemption  of 
the  issuer  imder  Regulation  A  be  per¬ 
manently  suspended,  therefore; 

It  is  ordered,  Pursuant  to  Rule  261  of 
the  general  rules  and  regulations  under 
the  Securities  Act  of  1933,  as  amended, 
that  the  exemption  of  the  issuer  vmder 
Regulation  A  be,  and  it  hereby  is,  per¬ 
manently  suspended. 

By  the  Commission. 

fSEAL]  ORVAL  L.  DuBOIS, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.  71-2336  Filed  2-19-71:8:46  am] 
[File  No.  24W-2975] 

HYDRO-MISER  CORP. 

Order  Permanently  Suspending 
Exemption 

February  10, 1971. 

I.  Hydro-Miser  Corp.  (Hydro-Miser), 
5832  Old  York  Road,  Philadelphia,  PA, 
incorporated  in  the  State  of  Delaware  on 
April  18,  1969,  filed  with  the  Commis¬ 
sion  on  January  28, 1970,  a  notification  on 
Form  1-A  and  an  offering  circular  re¬ 
lating  to  an  offering  of  73,500  shares  of 
its  $0.10  par  value  common  stock  at  $4 
per  share  for  an  aggregate  offering  price 
of  $294,000  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining 
an  exemption  from  the  registration  re¬ 
quirements  of  the  Securities  Act  of  1933, 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section 
3(b)  thereof  and  Regulation  A  promul¬ 
gated  thereunder. 

II.  The  Commission  on  October  6, 1970, 
temporarily  suspended  the  Regulation  A 
exemption  of  Hydro-Miser  Corp.,  stating 
that  on  the  basis  of  information  provided 
by  its  staff,  it  had  reasonable  cause  to 
believe  that: 

A.  The  Offering  Circular  of  Hydro- 
Miser  contained  imtrue  statements  of 
material  facts  and  omitted  to  state  ma¬ 
terial  facts  necessary  in  order  to  make 
the  statements  made,  in  light  of  the 
circumstances  under  which  they  were 
made,  not  misleading,  particularly  with 
respect  to: 


1.  The  loss  of  Hydro-Miser’s  franchise 
distributorship; 

2.  A  law  suit  instituted  against  Hydro- 
Miser;  and 

3.  Hydro-Miser’s  Inability  to  refund 
monies  held  by  it  as  refundable  franchise 
deposits. 

B.  The  offering,  if  made,  would  be  in 
violation  of  section  17  of  the  Securities 
Act  of  1933. 

III.  No  hearing  having  been  requested 
by  the  issuer  within  30  days  after  the  en¬ 
try  of  an  order  temporarily  suspending 
the  exemption  of  the  issuer  under  Regu¬ 
lation  A,  the  Commission  finds  that  it  is 
in  the  public  interest  and  for  the  protec¬ 
tion  of  investors  that  the  exemption  of 
the  issuer  under  Regulation  A  be  per¬ 
manently  suspended,  therefore: 

It  is  ordered.  Pursuant  to  Rule  261  of 
the  general  rules  and  regulations  under 
the  Securities  Act  of  1933,  that  the  ex¬ 
emption  imder  Regulation  A  be  and 
hereby  is  permanently  suspended. 

By  the  Commission. 

[SEAL]  Orval  L.  DuBois, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2337  Piled  2-19-71;8;46  am] 

INTERSTATE  COMMERCE 
COMMISSION 

[Rev.  S.0. 994;  ICC  Order  62] 

CHESAPEAKE  AND  OHIO  RAILWAY 
CO. 

Rerouting  or  Diversion  of  Traffic 

In  the  opinion  of  Robert  D.  Pfahler, 
agent.  The  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Rail¬ 
way  Co.  is  unable  to  transport  traffic 
ov^r  its  car  ferry  between  Milwaukee, 
Wis.,  and  Ludington,  Mich.,  because  of  a 
transfer  bridge  at  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  be¬ 
ing  inoperable. 

It  is  ordered,  ’That; 

(a)  The  Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Rail¬ 
way  Co.,  being  unable  to  transport  traf¬ 
fic  over  its  car  ferry  between  Milwaukee, 
Wis.,  and  Ludington,  Mich.,  because  of 
a  transfer  bridge  at  Milwaukee,  Wis.,  be¬ 
ing  inoperable,  that  line  and  its  connec¬ 
tions  are  hereby  authorized  to  reroute 
and  divert  such  traffic  via  any  available 
route,  to  expedite  the  movement. 

(b)  Concurrence  of  rficeiving  road  to 
be  obtained:  The  railroad  diverting  the 
traffic  shall  receive  the  concurrence  of 
the  lines  over  which  the  traffic  is  re¬ 
routed  or  diverted  before  the  rerouting  or 
diversion  is  ordered. 

(c)  Notification  to  shippers :  Each  car¬ 
rier  rerouting  cars  in  accordance  with 
this  order  shall  notify  each  shipper  at  the 
time  each  car  is  rerouted  or  diverted  and 
shall  furnish  to  such  shipper  the  new 
routing  provided  under  this  order. 

(d)  Inasmuch  as  the  diversion  or  re¬ 
routing  of  traffic  by  said  agent  is  deemed 
to  be  due  to  carrier’s  disability,  the  rates 
applicable  to  traffic  diverted  or  rerouted 
by  said  agent  shall  be  the  rates  which 
were  ai>plicable  at  the  time  of  shipment 
on  the  shipments  as  originally  routed. 


(e)  In  executing  the  directions  of  the 
Commission  and  of  such  agent  provided 
for  in  this  order,  the  common  carriers 
involved  shall  proceed  even  though  no 
contracts,  agreements,  or  arrangements 
now  exist  between  them  with  reference 
to  the  divisions  of  the  rates  of  transpor¬ 
tation  applicable  to  said  traffic;  divisions 
shall  be,  during  ttie  time  this  order  re¬ 
mains  in  force,  those  voluntarily  agreed 
upon  by  and  between  said  carriers;  or 
upon  failure  of  the  carriers  to  so  agree, 
said  divisions  shall  be  those  hereafter 
fixed  by  the  Commission  in  accordance 
with  pertinent  authority  conferred  upon 
it  by  the  Interstate  Commerce  Act. 

(f)  Effective  date;  This  order  shall 
become  effective  at  9  a.m.,  Febru¬ 
ary  13,  1971. 

(g)  Expiration  date:  TTiis  order  shall 
expire  at  11:59  p.m.,  February  28,  1971, 
unless  otherwise  modified,  changed,  or 
suspended. 

It  is  further  ordered.  That  this  order 
shall  be  served  upon  the  Association  of 
American  Railroads,  Car  Service  Divi¬ 
sion,  as  agent  of  all  railroads  subscrib¬ 
ing  to  the  car  service  and  per  diem 
agreement  under  the  terms  of  that 
agreement,  and  upon  the  American 
Short  Line  Railroad  Association;  and 
that  it  be  filed  with  the  Director,  Office 
of  the  Federal  Register. 

Issued  at  Washington,  D.C.,  Febru¬ 
ary  13,  1971. 

Interstate  Commerce 
Commission, 

[seal]  Robert  D.  Pfahler, 

Agent. 

[FR  Doc.71-2396  Filed  2-19-71:8:50  am] 


FOURTH  SECTION  APPLICATIONS  FOR 
RELIEF 

February  17,  1971. 

Protests  to  the  granting  of  an  appli¬ 
cation  must  be  prepared  in  accordance 
with  Rule  1100.40  of  the  general  rules  of 
practice  (49  CPR  1100.40)  and  filed 
within  15  days  from  the  date  of  publi¬ 
cation  of  this  notice  in  the  Federal 
Register. 

Long-and-Short  Haul 

FSA  No.  42132 — Newsprint  paper  to 
Chicago,  IIL  Filed  by  Traffic  Executive 
Association — Eastern  Railroads,  agent 
(E.R.  No.  2996),  for  interested  rail  car¬ 
riers.  Rates  on  paper,  newsprint,  in  car¬ 
loads,  as  described  in  the  application, 
from  Quebec,  Quebec,  Canada,  to 
Chicago,  m. 

Grounds  for  relief — ^Water  competi¬ 
tion. 

Tariff — Supplement  77  to  Canadian 
National  Railways  tariff  KX)  E.543. 

FSA  No.  42133 — Freight,  all  kinds  be¬ 
tween  Chicago,  III.,  and  Southern  Freight 
Association  territory.  Filed  by  Illinois 
Freight  Association,  agent  (No.  364),  for 
interested  rail  carriers.  Rates  on  freight, 
all  kinds,  in  carloads,  as  described  in 
the  application,  between  Chicago,  HI., 
on  the  L&N  on  ^e  one  hand,  and  points 
In  southern  territory,  on  the  other. 

Grounds  for  relief — Carrier  competi¬ 
tion. 
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Tariff  Supplement  33  to  Illinois 
Freight  Association,  agent,  tariff  ICC 
1209. 

By  the  Commission. 

[seal]  Robert  L,  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2393  Piled  2-19-71;8:50  am] 


[Notice  249] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  TEMPORARY 
AUTHORITY  APPLICATIONS 

February  17,  1971. 

The  following  are  notices  of  filing  of 
applications  for  temporary  authority 
under  section  210a(a)  of  the  Interstate 
Commerce  Act  provided  for  under  the 
new  rules  of  Ex  Parte  No.  MC-67  (49 
CFR  Part  1131),  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register,  issue  of  April  27,  1965, 
effective  July  1,  1965.  These  rules  pro¬ 
vide  that  protests  to  the  granting  of  an 
application  must  be  filed  with  the  field 
official  named  in  the  Federal  Register 
publication,  within  15  calendar  days 
after  the  date  of  notice -of  the  filing  of 
the  application  is.  published  in  the 
Federal  Register.  One  copy  of  such  pro¬ 
tests  must  be  served  on  the  applicant,  or 
its  authorized  representative,  if  any, 
and  the  protests  must  certify  that  such 
service  has  been  made.  The  protests  must 
be  specific  as  to  the  service  which  such 
protestant  can  and  will  offer,  and  must 
consist  of  a  signed  original  and  six  (6) 
copies. 

A  copy  of  the  application  is  on  file,  and 
can  be  examined  at  the  Office  of  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion,  Washington,  D.C.,  and  also  in  field 
office  to  which  protests  are  to  be 
transmitted. 

Motor  Carriers  of  Property 

No.  MC  111  (Sub-No.  6  TA) ,  filed  Feb¬ 
ruary  11,  1971.  Applicant;  VIGEANT 
MOTOR  FRE3GHT,  INC.,  Rural  Delivery 
No.  2,  Castleton-on-Hudson,  NY  12033. 
Applicant’s  representative:  Julius 

Braun,  29  Nancy  Drive,  Troy,  NY  12180. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irreg¬ 
ular  routes,  transporting;  Pharmaceuti¬ 
cal  products,  in  temperature  controlled 
vehicles,  except  in  bulk,  from  Rouses 
Point,  N.Y.,  to  Cleveland,  Ohio,  Chicago, 
HI.,  Lenexa,  Kans.”  Mesquite,  Tex.,  Los 
Angeles,  Calif.,  Seattle,  Wash.,  and 
Chamblee,  Ga.,  for  180  days.  Supporting 
,  shipper;  Ayerst  Laboratories,  Division 
of  American  Home  Products  Corp., 
Rouses  Point,  N.Y.  Send  protests  to: 
Charles  F.  Jacobs,  District  Supervisor, 
Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  518  Federal  Build¬ 
ing,  Albany,  NY  12207. 

No.  MC  730  (Sub-No.  326  TA),  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant;  PACIFIC 
INTERMOUNTAIN  EXPRESS  CO.,  1417 
Clay  Street,  Post  Office  Box  958  (94604), 
Oakland,  CA  94612.  Applicant’s  repre¬ 
sentative:  R.  N.  Cooledge  (same  address 
as  above).  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 


Emulsified  petroleum  sizing,  in  bulk,  in 
tank  vehicles,  from  Rosemead,  Calif.,  to 
Courtland,  Ala.,  for  180  days.  Supporting 
shipper:  ’The  Larutan  Corp.,  1440  South 
Allec  Street,  Anaheim,  CA  92805.  Send 
protests  to:  District  Supervisor  Wm.  E. 
Murphy,  Interstate  Commerce  Commis¬ 
sion,  Bureau  of  Operations,  450  Golden 
Gate  Avenue,  Box  36004,  San  Francisco, 
CA  94102. 

No.  MC  30837  (Sub-No.  423  TA) ,  filed 
February  10, 1971.  Applicant:  KENOSHA 
AUTO  TRANSPORT  CORPORA’TEON, 
4200 — 39th  Avenue,  Post  Office  Box  160 
(53141),  Kenosha,  WI  53140.  Applicant’s 
representative;  Albert  P.  Barber  (same 
address  as  above).  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing:  All  terrain  vehicles,  from  Iberia, 
Ohio;  to  all  points  in  the  United  States 
(except  Alaska  and  Hawaii),  for  150 
days.  Supporting  shipper;  The  Chal¬ 
lenger  Corp.,  Post  Office  Box  227,  Iberia, 
OH  43325  (Fred  W.  Wagenhals,  presi¬ 
dent).  Send  protests  to:  District  Super¬ 
visor  Lyle  D.  Heifer,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  135  West  Wells  Street — Room  807, 
Milwaukee,  WI  53203. 

No.  MC  47142  (Sub-No.  107  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1970.  Applicant:  C.  I. 
WHITTEN  TRANSFER  COMPANY, 
4417  Earl  Court,  Alitzer  Addition 
(25702),  Post  Office  Box  1833,  Hunting- 
ton,  WV  25719.  Applicant’s  representa¬ 
tive:  Clyde  R.  Lindamood  (same  address 
as  above).  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting:  Se¬ 
curity  classified  and  sensitive  materials, 
requiring  one  or  more  Carrier  Custodi¬ 
ans,  holding  a  security  clearance  pursu¬ 
ant  to  the  industrial  security  regula¬ 
tions,  moving  on  Government  Bills  of 
Lading,  between  points  in  Connecticut, 
Delaware,  Florida,  Illinois,  Indiana, 
Iowa,  Kentucky,  Maine,  Maryland,  Mas¬ 
sachusetts,  Michigan,  New  Hampshire, 
New  Jersey,  New  York,  North  Carolina, 
Ohio,  Pennsylvania,  Rhode  Island,  Ten¬ 
nessee,  Vermont,  Virginia,  West  Virginia, 
Wisconsin,  and  the  District  of  Columbia, 
for  150  days.  Supporting  shipper:  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Army,  Office  of  the 
Advocate  General,  Washington,  D.C. 
20310.  Attention:  Curtis  L.  Wagner,  Jr., 
Chief,  Regulatory  Law  Office.  Send  pro¬ 
tests  to:  H.  R.  White,  District  Super¬ 
visor,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission,  3108  Federal  Of¬ 
fice  Building,  500  Quarrier  Street, 
Charleston,  WV  25301. 

No.  MC  61699  (Sub-No.  1  TA),  filed 
February  11,  1971.  Applicant:  LEWIS 
FRANK  McDonald,  Sunnyside  Station, 
Winchester,  VA  22601,  Applicant’s  rep¬ 
resentative;  Frank  B.  Hand,  Jr.,  Post 
Office  Box  81,  Winchester,  VA  22601. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  com¬ 
mon  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irreg¬ 
ular  routes,  transporting:  Fruit  packing 
supplies,  from  the  plant  of  the  Inland 
Container  Coip,  at  or  near  Newark,  Del., 
to  the  plant  of  Fruit  and  Produce  Pack¬ 
aging  Co.  at  Winchester,  Va.,  for  180 
days.  Supporting  shipper:  Fruit  &  Pro¬ 


duce  Packaging  Co.,  Division  of  Inland 
Container  Corp.,  Post  Office  Box  391, 
Winchester,  VA  22601.  Send  protests  to: 
Robert  D.  Caldwell,  District  Supervisor, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Operations,  12th  and  Constitu¬ 
tion  Avenue  NW.,  Washington,  DC 
20423. 

No.  MC  105159  (Sub-No.  22  TA),  filed 
February  10, 1971.  Applicant:  KNUDSEN 
TRUCKING,  INC.,  1320  West  Main 
Street,  Red  Wing,  MN  55066.  Applicant’s 
representative:  Val  M.  Higgins,  1000 
First  National  Bank  Building,  Minne¬ 
apolis,  MN  55402.  Authority  sought  to 
operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport¬ 
ing  :  Linseed  oil,  in  bulk,  in  tank  vehicles, 
from  Mankato,  Minn.,  to  Chicago,  Rl., 
Toledo  and  Cleveland,  Ohio;  Moimt 
Clemens,  Mich.,  Memphis,  Tenn.,  Wich¬ 
ita,  Kans.,  Greensboro,  N.C.,  Garland 
and  Diboll,  Tex.,  and  Jackson,  Miss.,  for 
180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  Archer 
Daniels  Midland  Co.,  Decatur,  Rl.  62525. 
Send  protests  to:  Allen  N.  Spath,  District 
Supervisor,  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Bureau  of  Operations,  448  Fed¬ 
eral  Building  and  U.S.  Courthouse,  110 
South  Fourth  Street,  Minneapolis,  MN 
55401. 

No.  MC  107541  (Sub-No.  33  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant;  MAGEE 
TRUCK  SERVICE.  INC.,  18101  South¬ 
east  McLoughlin  Boulevard,  Milwaukie, 
OR  97222.  Applicant’s  representative: 
Earle  V.  White,  2400  Southwest  Fourth 
Avenue,  Portland,  OR  97201.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  (1)  Urea,  from  Cheyenne, 
Wyo.;  (2)  meat  meal  and  blood  meal, 
from  points  in  Colorado;  and  (3)  dehy¬ 
drated  alfalfa  pellets,  from  Silt,  Colo., 
to  points  in  Utah,  Idaho,  Oregon,  and 
Washington,  for  180  days.  Supporting 
shipper:  North  Pacific  Trading  Co.,  Post 
Office  Box  3915,  Portland,  OR  97208. 
Send  protests  to:  District  Supervisor  A. 
E.  Odoms,  Bureau  of  Operations,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  450  Mult¬ 
nomah  Building,  Portland,  OR  97204. 

No.  MC  111545  (Sub-No.  155  TA),  filed 
February  11,  1971.  Applicant:  HOME 
TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY,  INC., 
1425  Franklin  Road,  Southeast,  Post  Of¬ 
fice  Box  6426,  Station  A,  Marietta,  GA 
30060.  Applicant’s  representative;  Rob¬ 
ert  E.  Bom,  Post  Office  Box  6426,  Sta¬ 
tion  A,  Marietta,  GA  30060.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Buildings,  in  sections, 
from  Madisonville,  Ky.,  to  points  in  In¬ 
diana,  Illinois,  Missouri,  and  Tennessee, 
for  180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  Mun- 
day  Homes,  Inc.,  Post  Office  Box  26, 
Madisonville,  KY  42431,  Sent  protests 
to:  William  L.  Scroggs,  District  Super¬ 
visor,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Room  309,  1252  West  Peachtree  Street 
NW.,  Atlanta,  GA  30309. 

No.  MC  115180  (Sub-No.  69  TA),  filed' 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  ONLEY 
REFRIGERATED  ’TRANSPORTATION, 
INC.,  408  West  14th  Street,  New  York, 
NY  10014.  Applicant’s  representative: 
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George  A.  Olsen,  69  Tonnele  Avenue,  TRUCKING  COMPANY,  INC.,  717  Me-  Commission,  Bineau  of  Operations,  501 
Jersey  City,  NJ  07306.  Authority  sought  mortal  Drive  SE.,  Atlanta,  GA  30316.  Ap-  Petroleum  Building,  Wichita,  KS  67202. 
to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  mo-  plicant’s  representative:  Monty  Schu-  ^  iorarq  rQnh  tjn  « 
tor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  trans-  macher.  Suite  310,  Bankers  Fidelity  life  ,a  ,071  Anniira’nt- 

porting:  Meats,  meat  products  and  meat  BuUding,  2045  Peachtree  Road  NE.,  At- 

byproducts  and  articles  distributed  by  lanta,  GA  30329.  Authority  sought  to  op-  fourth  St^t^^’offiS'  Box  1066 

meat  pacfcmpTiouses,  as  described  m  sec-  erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  trJa  c-tkai 

tions  A  and  C  of  appendix  I  to  report  In  vehicle,  over  Irregular  routes,  transport-  ““„‘SaKsa?oSou  carter 

DescHptions  in  Motor  Carrier  Certifi-  ins:  Cereals  and  foodstuffs.inclmling.bnt  over  Irreaular  routes  transport 

cates,  61  MCC  209  and  766  (except  hides  not  limited  to.  meats,  soups,  soup  mixes. 

and  commodities  in  bulk),  from  the  desserts,  fruits  and  nonalcoholic  bever- 

plantsite  and  storage  facilities  utilized  ages,  in  mixed  shipments  with  bakery  n,  ’  Colorado  New  Mexico  Nebraska’ 
by  Swift  Fresh  Meats  Co.,  at  Omaha,  products,  from  the  plantsites,  branches 

Nebr.,  Glenwood  and  Marshalltown,  and  shipping  points  of  National  Biscuit  ^Jinner-  Sa  kctors  to 

Iowa,  to  pointe  in  New  York  New  Hamp-  Co.  in  Atlante,  Ga  to  points  in  Florida,  Pratt.  KS  ?7124.  ^nd  ptotests  to: 

shire,  Connecticut,  Vermont.  Maine,  New  Georgia,  Alabama,  Mississippi,  Louisiana,  „  y  rj,  ,  ’  <5iinprvisnr  Tntor 


No.  MC  126489  (Sub-No.  9  TA) ,  filed 


Pennsylvania,  West  Virginia.  Delaware,  lina,  Virginia,  and  Washington.  D.C.  op^^^^oni  501  Btolding 

Maryland,  Virginia,  and  the  District  of  Note:  The  applicant  holds  appropriate  •unchita  KS  67202  ^ 

Columbia,  restricted  to  the  transporta-  and  unrestricted  common  carrier  au- 

tion  of  traffic  originating  at  the  plant-  thority  to  transport  bakery  products  No.  MC  126489  (Sub-No.  9  TA),  filed 
site  and  storage  facilities  utilized  by  from  Atlanta,  Ga.,  to  all  points  in  the  February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  GASTON 
Swift  Fresh  Meats  Co.  at  or  near  the  described  destination  territory.  Accord-  FEED  TRANSPORTS,  INC.,  1203  West 
origins  shown  above  and  destined  to  the  ingly,  there  will  be  no  tacking  or  joinder  Fourth  Street,  Post  Office  Box  1066, 
above-named  destination  points,  for  150  of  extant  or  sought  authorities,  except  to  Hutchinson,  KS  67501.  Authority  sought 
days.  Supporting  shipper:  Swift  Fresh  the  extent  of  authorizing  mixtures  of  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor 
Meats  Co.,  115  West  Jackson  Boulevard,  the  sought  commodities  with  bakery  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes,  transport- 
Chicago,  IL  60604.  Sent  protests  to:  Paul  products  moving  in  the  same  vehicle,  for  ing:  Alfalfa  products,  from  points  in 
W.  Assenza,  District  Supervisor,  Inter-  180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  National  Dawson  County,  Nebr.,  to  points  in  Okla- 
state  Commerce  Commission,  Bureau  of  Biscuit  Co.,  425  Park  Avenue,  New  York,  homa,  Texas,  Colorado,  New  Mexico, 
Operations,  26  Federal  Plaza,  New  York,  NY.  Send  protests  to:  William  L.  Kansas,  Louisiana,  and  Arizona,  for  150 
NY  10007.  Scroggs,  District  Supervisor,  Bureau  of  days.  Supporting  shippers:  Gothenburg 

TMw  -Kifn  iiRflii;  fQvih  ma  fl  fiid  Operations,  Interstate  Commerce  Com-  Feed  Products  Co.,  Gothenburg,  Nebr. 
Feb^j^v  10  1971  Annlicant-  RONNIE  mission.  Room  309,  1252  West  Peachtree  69138;  and  Austin-O’Brien  Co.,  1721 

Street  NW.,  Atlanta,  GA  30309.  '  Pech  Road,  Suite  307,  Houston.  TX 


WILLIAMS  LTD.,  756  Prances  Road,  Street  NW.,  Atlanta,  GA  30309. 
Richmond,  BC,  Canada.  Applicant’s  rep-  No.  MC  123061  (Sub-No.  58  TA) ,  filed 
resentative:  J.  Stewart  Black,  7342  Gov-  February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  LEAT- 
ernment  Road,  Burnaby  2,  BC.  Author-  HAM  BROTHERS,  INC.,  46  Orange 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car-  Street,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT  84104.  Author- 


77055.  Send  protests  to:  M.  E.  Taylor, 


February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  LEAT-  District  Supervisor.  Interstate  Com- 


rier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car- 
routes,  transporting:  Horses,  other  than  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 

ordinary,  and  in  the  same  vehicle  with  routes,  transporting:  Animal  and  poul- 
such  horses,  stable  supplies  and  equip-  try  feed,  animal  and  poultry  foods,  and 


HAM  brothers',  INC.,  46'  Orange 

Street,  Salt  Lake  City.  UT  84104.  Author-  ^^070^^  Petroleum  Building,  Wichita, 
ity  sought  to  operate  as  a  common  car- 

rier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  No.  MC  126882  (Sub-No.  2  TA) ,  filed 
routes,  transporting:  Animal  and  poul-  February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  TRANS- 


try  feed,  animal  and  poultry  foods,  and  PORT  DALLAIRE,  LTD.,  90  Quest  Boule- 
ingredients  used  in  the  manufacture  of  vard  Tache,  C.P.  218,  Montmagny, 


merit,  used  in  their  care  and  exhibition,  ingredients  used  in  the  manufacture  of  vara 
mascotts,  and  personal  effects  of  their  both  (except  commodities  in  bulk  and  in  Quebec 


Applicant’s  representative: 


attendants,  from  points  of  entry  on  in-  tank  veWcles) .  from  points  in  Oregon,  to  Francis  E.  Barrett,  Jr.,  536  Granite 
ternational  boundary  between  Washing-  points  in  Idaho,  Nevada,  Oregon,  and  Street,  Braintree,  MA  02184.  Authority 
ton  and  British  Columbia  to  points  in  Washington,  for  180  days.  Supporting  sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier, 
California.  Return  movement — same  shippers:  Leslie  Foods,  Inc.,  866  West  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
commodities,  from  points  in  California  to  2600  South  Street,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT  transporting:  Lumber  and  icood /enciny, 
the  international  boundary  between  84119  (Tom  DeRoza,  Regional  Man-  from  port  of  entry  on  the  United  States- 
Washington  and  British  Columbia  for  ager) ;  Albers  Milling  Co.,  Carnation  Canada  international  boundary  at  or 
180  days.  Supporting  shippers:  B.C.  Building,  Los  Angeles,  CA  90036  (C.  K.  near  Champlain,  N.Y.,  to  points  is  Perin- 
Standardbred  Breeders’  Society,  Post  Cool) ;  O’Connell  Packing  Co.,  Post  Office  sylvania,  for  150  days.  Supporting 
Office  Box  85,  Ladner,  BC;  B.C.  Stand-  Dox  190,  Sherwood.  OR  97140  (Courtney  shipper:  Berion,  Inc.,  Notre  Dame  du 
ardbred  Association,  ’463o!  52A  Street.  Lasselle);  Pendleton  Grain  Growers,  Lac,  Quebec,  Canada.  Send  protests  to: 
Delta  BC"  Dave  Baxter  2733  Franklin  Inc.,  Hermiston,  OR  97838  (Robert  Es-  District  Supervisor  Ross  J.  Seymour, 
Vancouver,  BC  Canada;  Dr.  F.  W.  Arber  troup.  Mill  Manager) .  Send  protests  to:  Bureau  of  Operations,  424  Federal  Build- 
Suite  403—145  East  13th  Street,  North  John  T.  Vaughan,  District  Supervisor,  ing.  Concord,  NH. 

Vancouver,  BC;  Arthur  Fouks,  Q.C.,  915  Bureau  of  Operations,  Interstate  Com-  127557  (Sub-No.  14  TA),  filed 

Burrard  Building,  1030  West  Georgia  |nerce  Commission,  5239  Federal  Build-  February  11,  1971.  Applicant:  COM- 
Street,  Vancouver,  5,  BC;  Mr.  J.  Halkett,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT  84111.  MERCIAL  TRANSPORTATION,  INC., 

22218 — 64  Avenue,  Langley,  BC;  Wil-  No.  MC  126489  (Sub-No.  7  TA),  filed  833  Warner  Street  SW.,  Atlanta,  GA 
liam  A.  Kilby,  6483 — 168th  Street,  Sur-  February  10,  1971.  Applicant;  GASTON  30310.  Applicant’s  representative;  Vir- 
rey,  BC;  Edward  Stewart,  Ladner,  B.C.,  FEED  TRANSPORTS,  INC.,  1203  West  gh  H.  Smith,  431  Title  Building,  Atlanta, 
Canada,  Velle  &  McPhail  Stables  Ltd.,  Fourth,  Post  Office  Box  1066,  Hutchin-  GA  30303.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
Station  108 — 815  Park  Road,  Richmond,  son,  KS  67501.  Authority  sought  to  op-  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
BC,  Canada,  and  Mr,  T.  Witts,  866  Car-  erate  as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  ve-  over  irregular  routes,  transpK)rting:  Malt 
rick,  Richmond,  BC,  Canada.  Note:  Ap-  hide,  over  irregular  routes,  transport-  beverages,  from  Atlanta,  Ga.,  to  Rich- 


beverages,  from  Atlanta,  Ga.,  to  Rich- 


plicant  states  that  it  does  intend  to  ing:  Sun-cured  alfalfa  meal  and  pellets  >  mond,  Ind.,  and  pwints  in  Ohio  and 
tack  authority  in  MC  116815.  Send  pro-  (bagged  or  bulk),  from  Sylvia  and  Michigan,  for  120  days.  SuppKjrting 
tests  to:  E.  J.  Casey,  District  Supervisor,  pretty  Prairie,  Kans.,  to  points  in  Okla-  shippjer:  Carling  Brewing  Co.,  9400 

Bureau  of  Op)erations,  Interstate  Com-  homa,  Texas,  Arkansas,  and  Louisiana,  Quincy  Avenue,  Clevetod,  OH  44106. 

merce  Commission,  6130  Arcade  Build-  for  180  days.  Supporting  shippers:  Send  protests  to:  William  L.  Scroggs, 
ine  Seattle  WA  98101  French  Milling  Co.,  Pretty  Prairie,  Kans.  District  Supiervisor,  Interstate  Commerce 

’  '  67570;  Hall  Peed  Co.,  Sylvia,  Kans.  Commission,  Bureau  of  Operations, 

No.  MC  119917  (Sub-No.  32  TA),  filed  67581.  Send  protests  to:  M.  E.  Taylor,  Room  309,  1252  West  Peachtree  Street 

February  11,  1971.  Applicant:  DUDLEY  District  Supervisor,  Interstate  Commerce  NW.  Atlanta,  GA  30309. 
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No.  MC  127844  (Sub-No.  16  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  L.  B. 
BARNHILL  AND  I.  S.  JOHNSON,  JR., 
a  partnership,  doing  business  as  B  &  J 
TRANSPORTATION,  Route  1,  Box 
48-X-A,  Sumter,  SC  29150.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  common  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  New  Furniture,  from 
Dillon,  S.C.,  to  points  in  Louisiana,  for 
180  days.  Supporting  shipper:  Dillon 
Furniture  Manufacturing  Co.  Dillon,  S.C. 
Send  protests  to:  E.  E.  Strotheid,  District 
Supervisor,  Interstate  Commerce  Com¬ 
mission,  Bureau  of  Operations,  300 
Columbia  Building,  1200  Main  Street, 
Columbia,  SC  29201. 

No.  MC  128355  (Sub-No.  6  TA),  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  HURLI- 
MANN  TRUCKING  COMPANY,  Post 
Office  Box  17204,  Portland,  OR  97217.  Ap¬ 
plicant’s  representative.  Earle  V.  White, 
Farley  Building,  2400  Southwest  Fourth 
Avenue,  Portland,  OR  97201.  Authority 
sought  to  operate  as  a  contract  carrier, 
by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular  routes, 
transporting:  Iron  and  steel  machine 
parts  and  shot,  iron  or  steel,  not  ammu¬ 
nition,  from  Elkhart  and  Mishawaka, 
Ind.,  to  points  in  California,  for  180  days. 
Supporting  shipper:  The  Wheelabrator 
Corp.,  Mishawaka,  Ind.  46544.  Send  pro¬ 
tests  to:  District  Supervisor  W.  J.  Huetig, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Operations,  450  Multnomah 
Building,  319  Southwest  Pine  Street, 
Portland,  OR  97204. 

No.  MC  128527  (Sub-No.  17  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  MAY 
TRUCKING  (X)MPANY,  a  corporation. 
Post  Office  Box  398,  Payette,  ID  83661. 
Applicant’s  representative:  Kenneth  G. 
Bergquist,  Post  Office  Box  1775,  Boise, 
ID  83701.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Aluminum  pipe,  from  Boise,  Idaho;  to 
points  in  Montana,  for  180  days.  Note: 
Carrier  advises  it  does  not  intend  to  tack 
or  interline  the  authority  here  applied 
I  for  with  other  carrier.  Shpporting  ship¬ 
per:  Amax  Aluminum,  Post  Office  Box 
418,  Boise,  ID  83701.  Send  protests  to: 
C.  W.  Campbell,  District  Supervisor, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission,  Bu¬ 
reau  of  Operations,  445  Federal  Building 
&  U.S.  Courthouse,  550  West  Fort  Street, 
Boise,  ID  83702. 

No.  MC  128940  (Sub-No.  12  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  RICH¬ 
ARD  A.  CRAWFORD,  doing  business  as 
R.  A.  CRAWFORD  TRUCKING  SERV¬ 
ICE,  Post  Office  Box  722,  9327  Riggs 
Road,  Adelphi,  MD  20783.  Applicant’s 
representative:  Charles  E.  Creager,  816 
Easley  Street,  Suite  523,  Silver  Spring, 
MD  20910.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  Irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Food  products  and  preparations,  adver¬ 
tising  media  and  materials  and  supplies 
used  in  the  preparation  and  serving  of 
foods  in  restam'ants  or  commissaries, 
from  V/ashington,  D.C.,  to  Orlando,  Fla., 
and  from  points  in  Florida  to  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.,  for  150  days.  Supporting 


sliipper:  Fairfield  Farm  Kitchens,  5200 
Addison  Road  NE.,  Washington,  DC 
20027.  Send  protests  to:  Robert  D.  Cald¬ 
well,  District  Supervisor,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  12  th  and  Constitution  Avenue  NW, 
Washington,  DC  20423. 

No.  MC  129413  (Sub-No.  6  TA) ,  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  C.  B. 
TRANSPORTATION,  INC.,  1400  Grand 
Avenue.  Box  3072,  51102,  Sioux  City, 

LA  51107.  Applicant’s  representative: 
David  R.  Parker,  605  South  14th  Street, 
Post  Office  Box  82028,  Lincoln,  NE  68501. 
Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting:  Dried  beet  pulp, 
from  Chaska,  Crookston,  and  East  Grand 
Forks,  Minn.,  to  points  in  Iowa,  Nebraska, 
and  South  Dakota,  for  150  days.  Sup¬ 
porting  shippers:  Industrial  Molasses 
Corp.,  1601  19th  Street,  West  Des 
Moines,  lA,  and  American  Crystal  Sugar 
Co.,  600  Boston  Building,  Denver,  CO 
80202.  Send  protests  to;  Carroll  Russell, 
District  Supervisor,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  Interstate  Commerce  Commission, 
Room  304,  Post  Office  Building,  Sioux 
City,  lA  51101. 

No.  MC  133026  (Sub-No.  4  TA) ,  filed 
February  11,  1971.  Applicant;  W.  T. 
MARSHALL  TRUCKING.  INC.,  Rural 
Route  No.  5,  Box  161-D,  Springfield,  IL 
62707.  Applicant’s  representative:  Ted 
Marshall  (same  address  as  above) .  Au¬ 
thority  sought  to  operate  as  a  common 
carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over  irregular 
routes,  transporting;  Feed  in  bags,  from 
Chicago,  Ill.,  to  points  in  Fayette,  Jessa¬ 
mine,  Woodford,  Franklin,  Bourbon, 
Clark,  and  Henderson  Counties,  Ky., 
and  Grove  City,  Ohio,  return  of  dam¬ 
aged  or  contaminated  feeds  and  ship¬ 
ping  containers,  from  the  named  Ken¬ 
tucky  counties  and  Grove  CTlty,  Ohio,  to 
Chicago,  Ill.,  for  180  days.  Supporting 
shipper:  Falstaff  Brewing  Corp.,  Execu¬ 
tive  Offices,  5050  Oakland  Avenue,  St, 
Louis,  MO  63166.  Send  protests  to: 
Harold  JoUiff,  District  Supervisor,  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  Bureau  of 
Operations,  Room  476,  325  West  Adams 
Street,  Springfield,  IL  62704. 

No.  MC  134400  (Sub-No.  4  TA)  (Cor¬ 
rection)  ,  filed  February  3, 1971,  published 
Federal  Register  issue  February  11, 1971, 
and  republished  in  part  as  corrected  this 
issue.  Applicant:  MILLER’S  TRUCKING 
AND  RENTAL,  INC.,  345  South  Main 
Street,  Dubuque,  lA  52001.  Applicant’s 
representative:  Carl  E.  Munson,  675  Fi¬ 
scher  Building,  Dubuque,  lA  52001.  Note  ; 
The  purpose  of  this  partial  republica¬ 
tion  is  to  add  the  State  of  New  York  to 
the  destination  States,  which  was  inad¬ 
vertently  omitted  in  previous  publica¬ 
tion,  the  rest  of  the  application  remains 
the  same. 

No.  MC  135148  (Sub-No.  1  TA) .  filed 
February  10,  1971.  Applicant:  MARTIN 
R.  NEUMANN,  doing  business  as  SWAN¬ 
SON  FUEL,  157  South  Vista  Way,  Kelso, 
WA  98626.  Authority  sought  to  operate 
as  a  contract  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle, 
over  irregular  routes,  transporting: 
Wood  residuals,  from  Kalama,  Wash.,  to 


St.  Helens,  Oreg.,  for  150  days.  Support¬ 
ing  shipper:  Forest  Utilization,  Inc.,  Post 
Office  Box  366,  Kalama,  WA  98625.  Send 
protests  to:  W.  J.  Huetig,  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Commission,  Bureau  of  Opera¬ 
tions,  450  Multnomah  Building,  319 
Southwest  Pine  Street,  Portland,  OR. 

No.  MC  135277  TA  (Correction),  filed 
February  2,  1971,  published  in  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Register  issue  of  February  10, 1971, 
corrected  and  republished  as  corrected, 
this  issue.  Applicant:  ARNOLD  BOLDT 
AND  GEORGE  BOLDT,  a  partnership, 
doing  business  as  BOLDT  TRUCKING, 
Isabel,  SD  57633.  Applicant’s  representa¬ 
tive:  Andrew  Aberle,  Timber  Lake,  SD 
57656.  Authority  sought  to  operate  as  a 
common  carrier,  by  motor  vehicle,  over 
irregular  routes,  transporting:  Lignite 
coal,  from  Haynes  and  New  Leipzig,  N. 
Dak.,  to  Isabel,  S.  Dak.,  for  180  days.  Sup¬ 
porting  shipper:  Resident  Customers  in 
Isabel,  S.  Dak.  Send  protests  to;  J.  L._ 
Hammond,  District  Supervisor,  Inter-’ 
state  Commerce  Commission,  Bureau  of 
Operations,  Room  369,  Federal  Building, 
Pierre,  S.  Dak.  57501,  Note:  The  purpose 
of  this  republication  is  to  correctly  set 
forth  the  commodity  description  as  lig¬ 
nite  coal,  in  lieu  of  lignite  coat,  shown 
erroneously  in  the  previous  publication. 

By  the  Commission, 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2395  Piled  2-19-71:8:50  am] 


[Notice  649] 

MOTOR  CARRIER  TRANSFER 
PROCEEDINGS 

February  17, 1971. 

Synopses  of  orders  entered  pursuant 
to  .section  212(b)  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act,  and  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  thereunder  (49  CFR  Part  1132), 
appear  below: 

As  provided  in  the  Commission’s  spe¬ 
cial  rules  of  practice  any  interested  per¬ 
son  may  file  a  petition  seeking  reconsid- 
erati<«i  of  the  following  numbered  pro¬ 
ceedings  within  20  days  from  the  date  of 
publication  of  this  notice.  Pursuant  to 
section  17(8)  of  the  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  the  filing  of  such  a  petition  will  post¬ 
pone  the  effective  date  of  the  order  in 
that  proceeding  pending  its  disposition. 
The  matters  relied  upon  by  petitioners 
must  be  specified  in  their  petitions  with 
particularity. 

No.  MC-FC-72357.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  20,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Wallace  A. 
Crowe,  doing  business  as  Tongass  Sanita- 
ton  &  A.  Crowe  Enterprises,  Box  1701, 
2600  Tongass  Avenue,  Ketchikan,  AK 
99901,  of  the  operating  rights  in  certifi¬ 
cate  No.  MC-126972  issued  November  1, 
1966,  to  Robert  C.  Crowder,  doing  busi¬ 
ness  as  Bob’s  Towing  Service,  Route  1, 
Box  523A,  Ketchikan,  AK  99901,  author¬ 
izing  the  transportation  of  trailers  de¬ 
signed  to  be  drawn  by  passenger  vehi¬ 
cles,  in  secondary  movements,  in  truck- 
away  service,  and  wrecked  and  disabled 
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motor  vehicles,  by  use  of  wrecker  equip¬ 
ment  only  between  points  in  that  part 
of  Alaska  east  and  south  of  an  imaginary 
line  constituting  a  southward  extension 
of  the  United  States  (Alaska) -Canada 
(Yukon  Territory)  boundary  line.  Sub¬ 
ject  to  certain  conditions. 

No.  MC-FC-72494.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  21,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Harry  Hahn, 
Palmerton,  Pa.,  of  the  operating  rights 
in  certificate  No.  MC-1 12485  issued 
July  6, 1955,  to  Russel  R.  Stabler,  Tama- 
qua.  Pa.,  authorizing  the  transportation 
of  coal,  from  Hazleton,  Pa.,  ponts  in 
Luzerne  Coimty  within  5  miles  of  Hazel- 
ton,  and  points  in  Schuylkill  Coimty,  Pa., 
to  Palisades  Park,  N.J.,  and  points  in 
Bronx  County,  N-Y.  John  W.  Frame,  2207 
Gettysburg  Road,  Box  626,  Camp  Hill, 
PA  17011,  representative  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-PC-72526.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  20, 1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  ap¬ 
proved  the  transfer  to  Claudis  W.  Allison, 
doing  business  as  C.  W.  Allison,  Checotah, 
Okla.,  of  the  operating  rights  in  permit 
No.  MC-115806  (Sub-No.  1)  issued  Feb¬ 
ruary  18,  1957,  to  Thomas  Ritchie,  Che¬ 
cotah,  Okla.,  authorizing  the  transporta¬ 
tion  of  concrete  building  blocks  and  steel 
wall  ties,  from  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  to  points 
in  Craig,  Ottawa,  Mayes,  Delaware,  Cher¬ 
okee,  Adair,  Sequoyah,  Wagoner,  Mus- 
kc^ee,  Haskell,  Le  Flore,  Latimer,  Pitts¬ 
burg,  McIntosh,  Okmulgee,  and  Oktus- 
kee  Counties,  Okla.  Don  A.  Smith,  Post 
Office  Box  43,  Fort  Smith,  AR  72901,  at¬ 
torney  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC-72535.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  22,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Awawego  Deliv¬ 
ery,  Inc.,  Syracuse,  N.Y.,  of  the  operating 
rights  in  certificate  No.  MC-127282  (Sub- 
No.  1)  issued  May  22,  1967,  to  Robert  L. 
Parrott,  Sr.,  and  Robert  L.  Parrott,  Jr., 
a  partnership,  doing  business  as  Flying 
Freight,  Loudonville,  N.Y.,  authorizing 
the  transportation  of  general  commodi¬ 
ties,  with  usual  exceptions,  between 
Albany  County  Airport,  N.Y.,  on  the  one 
hand,  and,  on  the  other,  Bradley  Airfield, 
Chester  Airfield,  and  Old  Saybrook, 
Conn.,  Newark  Airport,  N.J.,  Champlain, 
Glens  Falls,  Gloversville,  John  F.  Ken¬ 
nedy  International  Airport,  New  York 
Municipal  Airport  (La  Guardia  Airfield), 
and  Plattsburgh,  N.Y.,  and  Burlington, 
Vt.,  and  between  Glens  Falls  and  Glov¬ 
ersville,  N.Y.,  on  the  one  hand,  and,  on 
the  other,  Newark  Airport,  N.J.,  John 
F.  Kennedy  International  Airport,  and 
New  York  Municipal  Airport  (La  Guardia 
Airfield),  N.Y.,  restrict^  to  traffic  hav¬ 
ing  a  prior  or  subsequent  movement  by 
air.  Andrew  P.  Goldstein  and  Louis  P. 
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Haffer,  1730  Rhode  Island  Avenue  NW., 
Washington,  DC  20036,  attorneys  for 
applicants. 

No.  MC-FC-72538.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  20, 1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  ap¬ 
proved  the  transfer  to  Olympia  Trans¬ 
portation  Co.,  Inc.,  Revere,  Mass.,  of  the 
Certificate  of  Registration  in  No.  MC- 
98854  (Sub-No.  1),  issued  January  16, 
1964,  to  George  E.  Williams,  doing  busi¬ 
ness  as  G.  &  W.  Transportation,  acquired 
by  Pennant  Trans.,  Inc.,  Woburn,  Mass., 
authorizing  transportation  correspond¬ 
ing  in  scope  to  common  carrier  Certifi¬ 
cate  No.  4857,  dated  September  28,  1953, 
issued  by  the  Massachusetts  Department 
of  Public  Utilities.  Frederick  O’Sullivan, 
372  Granite  Avenue,  Milton,  MA  02186, 
attorney  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC-72550.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  22,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Dixon  Bros., 
Inc.,  New  Castle,  Wyo.,  of  the  operating 
rights  in  No.  MC-128344  issued  Novem¬ 
ber  21,  1967,  to  Gordon  Van  Offeren, 
doing  business  as  Van  Offeren  Trucking, 
Upton,  Wyo.,  collectively  authorizing  the 
transportation  of  feed,  grain,  and  other 
specified  commodities  from,  to,  and  be¬ 
tween  specified  points  in  Wyoming, 
South  Dakota,  Nebraska,  and  Montana. 
Robert  S.  Stauffer,  3539  Boston  Road, 
Cheyenne,  WY  82001,  attorney  for 
applicants. 

No.  MC-FC-72565.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  20,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Osborne  Grain, 
Inc.,  Osborne,  Kans.,  of  the  operating 
rights  in  Certificate  No.  MC-1 19345  is¬ 
sued  August  21,  1964,  to  Prickett  and 
Son,  Inc.,  Plainville,  Kans.,  authorizing 
the  transportation  of  processed  mill  feeds 
and  animal  and  poultry  feeds  from  St. 
Joseph  and  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  to  specified 
portion  of  Kansas.  James  R.  Martin,  115 
South  First  Street,  Osborne,  KS,  attor¬ 
ney  for  transferee. 

No.  MC-FC-72574.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  19, 1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  ap¬ 
proved  the  transfer  to  J.  Derenzo  Co.,  a 
corporation,  doing  business  as  Civil 
Equip.,  Needham,  Mass,  of  the  operating 
rights  in  Certificates  Nos.  MC-95218, 
MC-95218  (Sub-No.  2),  MC-95218  (Sub- 
No.  3) ,  and  MC-95218  (Sub-No.  4)  issued 
May  5, 1954,  October  21, 1957,  October  24, 
1967,  and  March  23,  1966,  respectively  to 
Pelose,  Inc.,  Johnston,  R.I.  authorizing 
the  transportation  of  specified  commodi¬ 
ties  from,  to,  and  between  points  in 
Rhode  Island,  Connecticut,  Massachu¬ 
setts,  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  Vermont, 
and  New  York.  Martin  Weiner,  6  Beacon 
Street,  Boston,  MA  02108,  attorney  for 


transferee.  Hector  D.  Scull,  612  Highland 
Avenue,  Needham,  MA  02194,  attorney 
for  transferor. 

No.  MC-FC-72575.  By  order  of  Janu¬ 
ary  20,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board 
approved  the  transfer  to  Lynn  H.  Scott, 
Inc.,  Blossvale,  N.Y.,  of  the  operating 
rights  in  Certificate  No.  MC-127905  is¬ 
sued  February  27, 1967,  to  L3nin  H.  Scott, 
Blossvale,  N.Y.,  authorizing  the  transpor¬ 
tation  of  sand  from  the  Town  of  Anns- 
ville  (Oneida  County),  N.Y.,  to  points  in 
New  York,  Connecticut,  Delaware,  Maine, 
Maryland,  Massachusetts,  New  Hamp¬ 
shire,  New  Jersey,  Ohio,  Pennsylvania, 
Rhode  Island,  Vermont,  Virginia,  West 
Virginia,  and  the  District  of  Columbia, 
restricted  against  the  transportation  of 
traffic  destined  to  points  in  Canada. 
Clarence  E.  Hawkes,  Esq.,  Tuthill  and 
Hawkes,  attorneys  at  law,  70  Main  Street, 
Camden,  NY  13316,  attorney  for  appli¬ 
cants. 

No.  MC-FC-72592.  By  order  of  January 
20,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  ap¬ 
proved  the  transfer  to  Rochester  Tran¬ 
sit  Co.,  a  corpKjration,  Rochester,  Pa.,  of 
the  operating  rights  in  certificates  Nos. 
MC-124986  (Sub-No.  3) ,  and  MC-124986 
(Sub-No.  5)  issued  July  6,  1964,  and  No¬ 
vember  12,  1969,  respectively,  to  Joseph 
T.  Mignanelll  (Florence  M.  S.  Migna- 
nelli.  Executrix) ,  doing  business  as 
Rochester  Transit  Co.,  Rochester,  Pa., 
authorizing  the  transportation  of  pas¬ 
sengers  and  their  baggage,  express  and 
newspaper,  between  Beaver  Falls,  Pa., 
and  East  Liverpool,  Ohio;  between  Am- 
bridge.  Pa.,  and  Monaca,  Pa.,  between 
Aliquippa,  Pa.,  and  junction  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  Highway  18  and  51;  between 
Chester,  W.  Va.,  and  Waterford  Park 
Racetrack.  Brenda  P.  Murray,  530  Grant 
Building,  Pittsburgh,  PA  15219,  attor¬ 
ney  for  applicants. 

No.  MC-FC-72608.  By  order  of  January 
20,  1971,  the  Motor  Carrier  Board  ap¬ 
proved  the  transfer  to  William  R.  Brees, 
doing  business  as  Eaton  Transfer  Co., 
Greenfield,  Ind.,  of  certificate  No.  MC- 
81346  issued  February  19,  1957,  to 
Leonard  J.  Bever,  doing  business  as  Ea¬ 
ton  Transfer  Co.,  Greenfield,  Ind.,  au¬ 
thorizing  the  transportation  of :  General 
commodities,  with  exceptions,  between 
Greenfield  and  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  and 
household  goods,  between  Greenfield, 
Ind.,  and  points  in  Illinois,  Kentucky, 
and  Ohio.  Harry  J.  Harmon,  1  Indiana 
Square,  Indianpolis,  IN  46227,  attorney 
at  law. 

[seal]  Robert  L.  Oswald, 

Secretary. 

[FR  Doc.71-2394  Piled  2-19-71:8:50  amj 
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CUMULATIVE  LIST  OF  PARTS  AFFECTED— FEBRUARY 

The  following  numerical  guide  is  a  list  of  parts  of  each  title  of  the  Code  of 
Federal  Regulations  afFected  by  documents  published  to  date  during  February. 


3  CFR 

Proclamations; 

4029  _  2475 

4030  _  2775 

Executive  Orders: 

July  2,  1910  (revoked  in  part 

by  PLO  5017) _  2784 

July  10,  1913  (revoked  in  part 

by  PLO  5017) _  2784 

July  30,  1916  (revoked  in  part 

by  PLO  5017) _  2784 

Oct.  2,  1916  (revoked  in  part 

by  PLO  5009) _  1895 

July  30,  1917  (revoked  in  part 

by  PLO  5017) _  2784 

1641  (revoked  by  PLO  5006) _ 1532 

3373  (revoked  by  PLO  5016)  __  2784 

8877  (see  PLO  5001) _  1532 

9526  (see  PLO  5001) _ 1532 

10358  (revoked  by  EO  11582)  _  2957 
11226  (revoked  by  EO  11582)  _  2957 
11272  (revoked  by  EO  11582)  _  2957 
11582 _  2957 

5  CFR 

213 _  1877,2591,2959,  3043 

2412 _  2909 


7  CFR 


7  CFR — Continued 

Proposed  Rules — Continued 


1126  _  2916 

1127  _  2916 

1128  _  2916 

1129  _  2916 

1130  _  2916 

8  CFR 

204  _  2861 

205  _  2861 

214 _  2553 

242 _ 2553 

Proposed  Rules: 

214 _  2513 

9  CFR 

76 _  1879, 

1883,  2553,  2594,  2961-2964,  3254, 
3255 

78 _  2964 

201 _  2777 

Proposed  Rules: 

317 _  3126 

320 _  3126 

10  CFR 

50 _  3255 


Proposed  Rules: 


14  CFR — Continued 


61 _  2864 

63 _  2865 

65 _  2865 

71 _  1884-1886, 

2002,  2480,  2481,  2778,  2865,  2866, 
2965,  3113,  3262,  3263 

73 _  1886,  2002 

75 _  2002,  3263 

91 _ 2481,  3045 

95 _  2562 

9/ _  2564,  2866 

135 _ 2481,  3043 

143 _  2865 

202  _  2779 

203  _  2779 

206  _  2565- 

207  _  2482 

208  _  2486 

212  _  2498 

213  _  2779 

214  _  2502 

249 _  2505 

295 _ 2505 

302 _  2780 

376 _  2781 

378 _  25(» 

385 _  2566 

399 _  2506 


Proposed  Rules: 


41 _  1877 

52 _  2859 

58 _  2910 

202 _  2959 

220 _ 3043 

301 _  1877,3251 

401 _  2591,  3192,  3193 

411 _  3193 

722  _  3251 

723  _  2395 

724  _  1521,  2396,  2397 

730 _  3253 

811 _  3044 

905 _  1522,  2860,  3193,  3194 

907  _  1878,2398,2861,3111 

908  _  1878,3111 

910 _  1523,  2553,  2777,  3045,  3112 

959 _  1523 

989 _  2910 

1032 _ 2959 

1064 _  1524 

1101 _  2960 

1207 _  3194 

1421 _  2399,  2593,  2594,  3254 

1425 _  3254 

1474 _  2960 

Proposed  Rules  : 

29 _  1901,  1904 

724 _  3069 

729 _  3199 

Ch.  IX _ 1535,  1541 

907 _  3070 

914 _ 2512,  3199 

932 _  3199 

980 _  2512 

1030 _  1540 

1061  _  3008 

1062  _  3267 

1065 _  3070 

1076 _ 2629 

1120  _  2916 

1121  _  2916 


40 _ 

50 _ 

73 _ 

140 _ 

150 _ 

12  CFR 

1 _ 

5 _ 

206 _ 

220 _ 

224 _ 

301 _ 

303 _ 

326  _ 

327  _ 

329 _ 

541 _ 

545 _ 

556 _ 

561 _ 

563 _ 

745 _ 

Proposed  Rules: 

1 _ 

5 _ 

14 _ 

20____ _ 

220 _ 

221 _ 

13  CFR 

101 _ 

106 _ 

121 _ 

Proposed  Rules; 
121 _ 


2567 

1544 

1914 

3131 

2567 


___  2595 
___  3112 
___  2862 
___  2777 
2477 

_  3112 

_  3112 

_  3112 

_  3112 

_  3T12 

_  2911 

2911,2912 

_  2912 

_  2913 

_  2913 

_  2477 


3122 

3123 
3125 
3125 
2412 
2412 


3171 

3185 

2479 


2629,  2974 


14  CFR 

23 _  2862 

39 _  2400,  2479,  2562,  2864,  3260,  3261 


39 _  2514 

71 _  1910, 


1911,  2404,  2789-2791,  2871,  3015- 
3017,  3202,  3267,  3268 


73 _ 

75 _ 

91 _ 

Ch.  II. 


_  1911 

1911,  1912 
3128,  3129 
_  2514 


15  CFR 

Proposed  Rules; 

1200 _  1541 


16  CFR 

13 _  1886,  1888,  3113-3116,  3185,  3186 

16  _  3116 

501 _  3263 

Proposed  Rules: 

302 _  2973 

17  CFR 


230  _  1525 

231  _  1525,  2600 

240  _  1889 

241  _  2600 

249 _  1889 

251 _ 2600 

261 _  2600 

270  _  2965 

271  _  2600,  2867 

276 _  2600 

18  CFR 

8 _  3189 

3'= _  3046 

101 _  3046 

Proposed  Rules: 

101 _  1545,  2803 

104 _  1545,  2803 

'  105 _ 2803 
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43  CFR — Continued 
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Proposed  Rules — Continued 


141 _  2803 

154 _  2629 

201 _  1545,  2803,  3202 

204  _  1545,  2803 

205  _  2803 

260 _  2803,  3202 

615 _ 2516 


4 _ 

50 _ 

60 _ 

70 _ 

463 _ 

1601 _ 

Proposed  Rules: 

1518 _ 


19  CFR 


31  CFR 


4... 

19- 

111. 

174 


1891.3047 
1892,  3047 

1892. 3047 
_  3116 


225 

257. 


32  CFR 


Proposed  Rules; 

12 _  3121 


21  CFR 

22IIIIIII _ 

27 _ 

45 _ 

121 _ 

133 _ 

135e _ 

135g _ 
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146a _ 

146b _ 

146c _ 

146d _ 

148i _ 

148v _ 

149c _ 

165 _ 

302 _ 

320 _ 

420 _ 

Proposed  Rules  : 


_  2967 

_  2967 

_  2554 

_  2400 

2967, 3048 

_  2400 

_  2967 

_  1893 

_  1526 

_  2401 

2401,  3048 
2401,  2968 
2401,  3048 

_  2969 
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_  3048 

_  1526 
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_  2969 

_  2506 

_  2555 

3048-3050 


754 _ 

32A  CFR 

OIA  (Ch.  X) : 

01  Reg.  1___. 
Proposed  Rules: 
Ch.  X _ 

33  CPR 

117 _ 

204 _ 

207 _ 

Proposed  Rules: 

117 _ 

209 _ 

401 _ 

33  CFR 
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